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ABSTRACT 
 
The study examined whether institution-driven programs improve persistence among 
Black male student participants. Using modified versions of Tinto’s Student Integration Model 
(SIM) as the theoretical framework, the researcher hypothesized that participants involved in 
institution-driven programs would be more connected to the academic and social spaces of the 
university. In turn, this would lead to improved persistence at the postsecondary level and 
ultimately degree completion.  
Using a questionnaire to assess measures of student persistence, an electronic survey was 
administered to 475 students at a predominantly White institution in the southeast region of the 
U.S. For the quasi-experimental research design, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used as 
the primary statistical procedure to determine group differences in academic integration, social 
integration, perception of campus climate, institutional commitment, and goal commitment 
between program participants (treatment group) and non-participants (control group). Certain 
background variables (academic major, family socioeconomic status, and high school 
demographic type) were also used in the analysis to provide greater depth of insight into the 
educational experiences of Black male students compared to Black female students, White male 
students, and White female students. Further, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) 
was used to explore the relationship between the level of engagement and the measures of 
persistence (i.e., academic integrations, social integration, etc.) among the designated study 
groups.  
The findings showed no statistically significant differences between Black male students 
involved in institution-driven programs and other Black male students, however, differences 
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between Black male institution-driven program participants and the additional comparison 
groups were found among the various persistence measures. Statistically significant differences 
in the persistence measures were also found when examining the influence of academic major, 
socioeconomic status, and high school within the Black male student group, and among the 
aforementioned comparison groups. Moreover, level of engagement revealed positive 
correlations for the majority of persistence measures for White male students. However, for 
Black male students, there was no significant relationship for the majority of measures except 
social integration. The results of this investigation could aid university administrators and 
student affairs professionals in better understanding the degree to which these programs 
empirically impact persistence among Black male students and their collegiate experience. 
  
 
 1 
CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In this chapter, the researcher provides an overview of the dissertation study. The 
researcher begins this chapter by giving the current background and contexts that impact the 
educational experiences of Black male college students in the U.S. Additionally, the researcher 
will explain why academic and leadership development programs designed to support such a 
small, yet important, percentage of the population are needed and how they potentially affect 
retention and persistence—significant areas of interest for higher education stakeholders.  
Background and Context 
 
Despite improvements in accessibility for historically underrepresented populations at the 
postsecondary level, Black
 
males continue to lag behind their peers in the critical areas of 
enrollment, achievement, and persistence (Cuyjet, 2006a). Support for this statement comes from 
a report by The College Board Advocacy Policy Center, which notes that African American male 
students comprised roughly 29.7% of students between the ages of 18 to 24 years old enrolled in 
colleges and universities, compared to 34.2% of their African American female and 41.7% of 
their White male counterparts in 2008. Additionally, African American males account for only 
34.3% of bachelor’s degrees awarded to African Americans compared to 65.7% of African 
American females and 43.8% of White males during the same period (Lee & Ransom, 2011).  
These figures help to illustrate a significant disparity between the persistence and the 
performance of African American males at the postsecondary level. As scholars mention (Cuyjet, 
2006b; Harper, 2006a; Harper, 2006b; Palmer & Dancy, 2008), this gap will continue to widen if 
counteractive measures are not immediately taken. Yet, there is an abundance of research that 
provides some insight into the factors that cause this level of disparity among Black male 
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collegians, particularly those who attend predominately White institutions (PWIs). Studies 
suggest that institutional disengagement caused by a lack of support plays a major role in these 
students not persisting (Strayhorn, 2008a; Strayhorn, 2008b). This has prompted many higher 
education institutions (e.g., Louisiana State University, Ohio State University, Philander Smith 
College, University of Louisville, and the University of Maryland) to develop and implement 
targeted programs that specifically seek to address these issues. Through this quasi-experimental 
study, the researcher plans to examine the impact of institution-driven and student-driven 
programs at a university in the southeastern region of the U.S. in order to determine the factors 
that are the most effective in supporting Black male students.  
Statement of the Problem 
Retention and persistence among Black male students remain important topics of interest 
for higher education scholars and personnel (i.e., university administrators, faculty, and staff) 
(Cuyjet, 2006a; Guffrida, 2005; Strayhorn & Terrell, 2010). Even with overall increases in 
enrollment at the nation’s public colleges and universities, it appears that a significant percentage 
of Black male collegians are still having difficulty obtaining a baccalaureate degree—
particularly at PWIs (Lee & Ransom, 2011). Various studies examining the educational 
experiences of Black male students have provided multiple explanations for this problem such as 
deficiencies in pre-college readiness (Anglin & Wade, 2007; Brown, Donahoo, & Bertrand, 
2001); inadequate support by university personnel (Harper, 2009a ); “chilly” and unwelcoming 
campus environments (Bonner & Bailey, 2006; Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarella, & 
Hagedon, 1999); and instances of racism and  discrimination that can cause students to feel 
marginalized and detached from the overall campus community (Harper, 2009b; Solorzano, 
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Ceja, & Yosso, 2000; Strayhorn, 2008b ). For this reasoning, some level of intervention could be 
useful in helping to ease the factors most likely to affect persistence. As such, various programs 
and initiatives have been designed by these public institutions with the intended purpose of 
fostering more engagement and support for Black male students (Ellis, 2009 ), however, very 
few studies have been used to gage whether or not these interventions particularly impact their 
levels of academic and social integration within the spaces of the university.  
Previous literature focused on the college experience, and how it affects students, 
emphasizes the importance that involvement both inside and outside of the classroom has in 
student commitment to their campuses and subsequently, degree-completion (Astin, 1999; 
Barefoot, 2000; Tinto, 1993 ; Upcraft, Gardner, & Barefoot, 2005 ). Pascarella and Terenzini 
(2005) provide support for this statement by reiterating the role that colleges and universities 
have in cultivating a culture conducive for student success through the promotion of services, 
activities, and programs that lead to positive outcomes. Comparatively, colleges and universities 
can cultivate a campus environment that influences positive perceptions towards the university 
by proactively engaging African American males through programming and support services 
(Barker & Avery, 2012). Current student affairs literature point out that student-driven peer 
networks oftentimes represented by Black student groups, Greek-letter fraternities, Black student 
unions, and other culturally-relevant groups or organizations for Black male collegians act as 
“buffers” shielding them from the adverse conditions of their racialized environments (Harper, 
2006b). In turn, this aids in students feeling more a part of the university environment, further 
contributing to their decisions to persist.  
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Other supportive networks that encourage academic collaboration among college students 
from similar and dissimilar backgrounds to improve their success includes academic advising, 
peer-to-peer mentoring, specialized learning communities, and student study groups (Pascarella 
& Terenzini, 2005 ). Higher education authors note that such student networks focus heavily on 
the essentials of academic preparedness such as strong study habits, time management skills, and 
the encouragement of students to use available department and university resources (Atwater & 
Alick, 1990). While the evidence of literature supports the role that general student groups and 
programs have in improving resistance and retention of Black male students, it still remains a 
question of the degree to which these programs/initiatives influence the connections that students 
make to the academic and social spaces of their particular campuses. 
  Very limited research attention has been given to the programs/initiatives that specifically 
support the academic development and leadership development of Black male students and in 
particular, the differences that they share between other activities (e.g., student-driven). For 
instance, in a study conducted in the 1990s, Fortson (1997) found very little to no empirical 
evidence to support the hypothesis that a 10-week, career-focused class had a positive effect on 
the academic self-concept of African American male college students at a community college in 
the Midwest. Deficiencies in this particular study relate to a broader issue of generality to 
primarily residential or large research campuses. In a slightly later study, Maton, Hrabowski, and 
Schmitt (2000) examined the effectiveness of a program designed to increase the number of 
underrepresented minorities pursuing graduate and professional degrees in the science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics disciplines. The research findings demonstrated 
support for university-based interventions because they intensively engage participants through 
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bridge programs, the availability of financial support, and their ability to connect program 
participants to resources that may not be known by the general student population. However, this 
study did not particularly examine if there were any differences in program effectiveness based 
on gender among the African American student sample.  
One of the most intriguing papers highlighting programs that support the enrollment and 
retention of African American males comes a few years after the aforementioned study. In the 
study, Ellis (2009) identified four intervention programs that sought to address the educational 
plight of Black males at both the secondary and post-secondary institutional level. The author 
wrote that caring and trust were the qualities most often associated with successful programs 
designed for this population. The paper also noted the influence of program staff and the part that 
the schools, community, family, philanthropic funders, and the private sector have in supporting 
this population (Ellis, 2009). The writing of Ellis (2009) coincides with research findings by 
Strayhorn (2008c) that contend that supportive relationships with faculty and peers are positively 
connected to higher satisfaction levels among Black men in college. Moreover, in a qualitative 
investigation of the experiences of students in a Black Male Leadership Program (BMLP), 
Barker and Avery (2012) described how these programs influenced relationship-building among 
the participants with university administrators, faculty, and peers. Other findings in the study 
highlighted role modeling as an outcome of the BMLP, but as the authors mentioned, more 
inquiry needs to be done in this specific area.   
Purpose of the Study 
 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether institution-driven academic/leadership 
development programs improve measure of persistence among Black male student participants 
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by fostering more engagement with the university. The researcher hypothesized that participants 
who were involved in such programs would have more positive and meaningful relationships 
with faculty, administrators, and other students at the institution. Subsequently, this could 
contribute to students being more connected to the academic and social spaces of their 
university, resulting in more commitments to their goals and the institution at-large. In turn, the 
programs would influence higher retention and completion statistics due to an increased sense of 
belonging. The following research questions more specifically guided the investigation: 
1) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other Black male students? 
2) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other student groups? 
3) Do certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and high 
school type) have an impact on the levels of persistence and intentions to persist for Black 
male students? Are these patterns consistent with other student groups?  
4) Are there significant differences in the relationship between level of engagement and the 
intentions to persist (i.e., return or plan to graduate/resign or take some time off) for Black 
males in comparison to other student groups? 
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Significance of the Study 
 
 With an increased emphasis on degree-completion among Black male college students, 
institutions are using academic/leadership development programs as a way to improve the 
educational outcomes of this group (Barker & Avery, 2012). Support for this statement comes 
from numerous higher education scholars that highlight the need for universities to take a more 
proactive role in supporting historically underrepresented student populations, especially those 
that demonstrate the intellectual capability of performing at a high academic level (Rendon, 
Jalomo, & Nora, 2000; Nora, Barlow, & Crisp, 2005; Woosley & Shepler, 2011). Braxton, 
Hirschy, and McClendon (2004) point out that students on campuses where they are the 
racial/ethnic minority oftentimes find the culture of their origin being dissimilar to that of the 
dominant culture, making it necessarily for students to develop cultural enclaves or affinity 
groups to share common interests. This, in turn, can result in students feeling more a part of the 
university campus environment, which represents an important variable in the college student 
persistence formula (Astin, 1999; Cabrera et al., 1999; Tinto, 1993). Furthermore, the 
strengthening of academic connections for students through the improvement of faculty-to-
student relationships and the development of certain skillsets (e.g., note-taking, time 
management, etc.) can better foster degree-completion among underprepared students. As higher 
education theorists argue, some level of academic and social integration is necessary to better 
foster successful student outcomes (Astin, 1999; Cabrera et al., 1999; Tinto, 1993).   
The significance of this study could lead to a better understanding of how a particular 
intervention impacts the overall educational experiences of its Black male student participants. 
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According to the theory of change, which answers the question of how and why a change 
program will bring about a set of desired outcomes, Anderson (as cited in Patton, 2008) wrote:   
A Theory of Change defines all building blocks required to bring about a given long-term 
goal. This set of connected building blocks—interchangeably referred to as outcomes, 
results, accomplishments, or preconditions—is depicted on a map known as a pathway of 
change/change framework, which is a graphic representation of the change process (p. 
347).  
 
More broadly, the theory of change highlights the idea of cultivating a better understanding of 
central issues affecting a targeted population and providing that group with information in hopes 
of leading to some behavioral change (Cumming & Worley, 2009). For example, in the area of 
higher education and student affairs, Black male academic/leadership development programs, 
developed by specific departments to address the overall issue of student retention, could 
influence other best practices by higher education leaders. These programs operate under the 
auspice of providing students with the necessary information/resources needed for success. In 
turn, this would lead to students utilizing more services offered by the university with the hopes 
of curtailing student departure. The researcher hoped to examine through this dissertation study 
the significance of the academic and social connections made by student participants and similar 
interventions to learn how they impact persistence.   
Institution-Driven Programs 
 
LA-Stem Research Scholars Program Overview  
The Louisiana Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Program (LA-
STEM)—a research program targeting minority students in the natural and physical sciences—
seeks to promote diversity in the STEM disciplines at the postsecondary level by fostering more 
engagement among students from diverse backgrounds.  With grant funding from the National 
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Science Foundation, the Louisiana Board of Regents, and the Research Corporation, LA-STEM 
was founded in 2003 on the campus Louisiana State University. The program uses a holistic 
approach to develop high-achieving students and to better connect them to the academic and 
social spaces of the university. Main components of LA-STEM Research Scholars Program 
include the recruitment of students that identify as having high ability; a cohort-based model; 
mentoring; early exposure to research and research faculty; a supportive academic system; 
involvement in community service and outreach; and specialized tutoring/advising. The LA-
STEM Research Scholars Program is highly selective and admits potential participants through 
an application process.  
Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program Overview  
The Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program—one of the federal TRIO programs targeting 
first-generation, low-income, and underrepresented students—seeks to address the shortage of 
students at the graduate level. With funding provided by a grant from the US Department of 
Education TRIO programs, McNair Scholars are afforded various opportunities such as 
conducting research under the mentorship of university faculty members and presenting research 
at national symposiums/conferences. The program prepares a cohort of students by providing 
resources that positively impact success at the undergraduate and the graduate levels. For 
instance, academic mentoring/advising sessions and assistance with the graduate school 
application process are hallmarks of the program that contributes to successful matriculation; and 
ultimately, graduate level placement. The Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program is a selective 
program and admits potential participants through an application process. 
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Student Support Services Program Overview  
The Student Support Services Program (SSS)—a federally funded TRIO program—
provides support to a select group of undergraduate students at Louisiana State University.  For 
example, the program provides this support to university students at different stages of their 
matriculation. This includes helping first-year students better transition to their first-year and by 
preparing senior students for post-graduation life.  SSS also offers academic, personal, and career 
counseling to students as a way to better allow them to reach their goals. Family income, 
financial aid assistance, first-generation status, and prior TRIO program participation are used to 
determine program eligibility. Potential participants are required to complete an application to be 
a part of the program.  
Black Male Leadership Initiative Fellows Program Overview  
The LSU Black Male Leadership Initiative Fellows Program (BMLI)—a leadership 
development and student retention program that targets Black male students—seeks to address a 
critical issue in higher education regarding the dismal persistence and performance of this 
particular student group. The program operates under the theory that students who are more 
connected to the academic (e.g., classroom) and social spaces of their university are more likely 
to remain in college, compared to students who are not (Berger & Braxton, 1998; Braxton & 
Lien, 2000; Tinto, 1993). The BMLI provides such support through various events and activities 
with the expectations of improving persistence and performance statistics. While not as selective 
as LA-STEM and the McNair Scholars Program, potential participants adhere to certain criteria 
and must submit an application to join.
 
 
 
 
Limitations 
There were a few limitations associated with this particular study.  First, caution should 
be considered when generalizing results. This was due largely to sampling occurring at a single 
institution with very high research activity (RU/VH) in the south (Carnegie Foundation, 2011). 
Inferences derived from this study and their applicability to different institutional types in 
different regions of the U.S. may be problematic due to the unique history and culture of the 
particular test site. The BMLI and other institution-driven programs used in the study were 
established on this particular campus partly due to the its history of racial exclusion experienced 
by a generation prior, and the survey results reflected those feelings. Second, limitations 
regarding the duration of the study period (1 year academic year) should also be considered. 
Results of the study reflected the unique experiences of participants over the course of that 
particular academic year, further contributing to some degree of discretion when generalizing 
findings. Third, due to the nature of the dissertation study, findings reflect only the beginning of 
the researcher’s future research agenda. More expansive studies examining how institution-
driven programs and BMLPs foster academic and social connections will be conducted in future 
studies. This will include investigating institutions that have similar programs. This should 
address the final limitation of the current study by increasing the sample size among this student 
subgroup (Black males).  
Summary 
 
Retention and degree-completion among Black male students remain a huge issue of 
concern for higher education stakeholders, especially in comparison to other student subgroups. 
As a result, colleges and universities have developed and implemented targeted initiatives that 
better support this particular student population. These initiatives provide this support through 
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various activities such as academic advising, peer mentoring, culturally-relevant programming, 
and leadership development workshops in the hopes of better connecting their participants to the 
academic and social spaces of the university. However, while these programs represent a 
response to years of neglect, research into how they influence the connections that students make 
to the academic and social spaces of their campuses remains largely unknown. This dissertation 
study will offer more insight into this area.  
Key Terms 
 
1. African American/Black: These terms refer to individuals of African descent who were born 
in the United States or any of its territories. The term “African American” has more ethnic 
connotations than the term “Black,” which is a marker used to primarily identify skin color 
(Ray, 2010).   
2. Attrition: This term refers to a reduction or decrease in enrollment from the fall semester to 
the spring semester through the course of an academic year (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
3. Black Male Leadership Program (BMLP): This term refers to an academic or leadership 
development program sponsored by the university that provides support primarily to Black 
male students through faculty-to-student mentoring, financial support, academic advising, 
and relevant cultural programming.   
4. Ethnic Minority Students/Minority Students: This term refers to a group of students with 
different ethnicity, race, gender, wealth, health or sexual orientation backgrounds not 
identified as the dominant group. In the U.S., the most well-known racial ethnic minorities 
include African Americans, Asian Americans, Hispanic Americans, and Native Americans 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
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5. First-Generation Students: This term refers to students that identify as the first member of 
their family to attend or complete college (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).   
6. Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU): This term refers to colleges and 
universities established in the United States primarily responsible for educating people of 
African descent who were born in the United States.  
7. Institution-driven: This term refers to the response of the institution in delivering its 
resources, organizing curricula, and supporting services that prompt students to be actively 
engaged in activities that lead to positive outcomes (Kuh, 2005).  
8. Retention: This term refers to continuous enrollment from the fall semester to the spring 
semester in a given academic year (Tinto, 1993).   
9. Student-driven: This term refers to the time and effort that students invest in their academic 
studies and other meaningful academic activities (Kuh, 2005).  
10. Persistence: This term refers to the behaviors that lead to the continuation of students towards 
a desired goal or outcome, with degree completion being the primary goal (Berger & 
Braxton, 1998; Braxton et al., 2004; Tinto, 1997).  
11. Predominantly White Institutions (PWI): This term refers to colleges and universities 
established in the United States that prior to desegregation in 1964 were exclusively attended 
by White students and still remain largely populated by this demographic (Ray, 2010).   
12. Student Departure: This term refers to students who abandon their educational pursuits at a 
particular institution of higher learning to attend another institution or to explore other 
options, which may include options beyond college (Berger & Braxton, 1998; Braxton et al., 
2004). 
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13. TRIO Programs: This term describes the three original outreach programs (i.e., Upward 
Bound, Talent Search, and Student Support Services) authorized by Title IV of the Higher 
Education Act and the programs (e.g., Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program) established 
years afterwards that assist low-income students and those students whose parents did not 
attend college in preparing for the rigors of postsecondary education from kindergarten to 
high school (McElroy & Armesto, 1998). 
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In this chapter, the researcher provides a review of the relevant literature surrounding the 
educational experiences of African Americans in the U.S. The researcher begins this chapter by 
discussing the historical, philosophical, social, economic, and political forces that have shaped 
the current outcomes of the aforementioned group. This should provide you, the reader, with a 
clearer understanding of the complex issues affecting this current generation of African 
American male students.  
Brief Historical Perspective 
 
The original nine colonial colleges serve as the precursors to contemporary higher 
education. These early colleges included New College (Harvard University) founded in 1636; 
The College of William and Mary founded in 1693; Collegiate School (Yale University) founded 
in 1701; Academy of Philadelphia (University of Pennsylvania) founded in 1740); college of 
New Jersey (Princeton University) founded in 1746; King’s College (Columbia University) 
founded in 1754; Rhode Island College (Brown University) founded in 1764; Queen’s College 
(Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey) founded in 1766; and Dartmouth College founded 
in 1769 (Thelin, 2004). The visionaries of education during this period used British predecessors 
Oxford and Cambridge University as templates for the early functioning of their colleges. For 
instance, only select individuals had the privilege to receive a formal education. These 
individuals, who mostly consisted of a small number of White male students from affluent 
families, attended institutions that focused heavily on their development as clergy and 
responsible citizens. This development spurred the growing disparities in wealth gained by 
White males during this period and helped to maintain certain inequalities of early economical 
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life by using education to reproduce and maintain a social elite (Aronowitz & Giroux, 1993; 
Weinberg, 2002). The reproduction of such elitists through education meant that politically, the 
interests of other marginalized groups (e.g., enslaved workers, indentured servants, free women, 
etc.) would be governed by a privileged few who ascribed to White patriarchal capitalism, a term 
used to describe the social, political, and economic system in the U.S. primarily benefitting 
White males (Acker, 1999). According to Thelin (2004), 
Class distinctions within the colony were sharp, and the colleges became increasingly 
distant from the world and experience of most American families. Clearly, a main 
purpose of the colleges was to identify and ratify a colonial elite. The college was a 
conservative institution that was essential to transmitting a relatively fixed social order 
(p. 25). 
 
There were some records of diversity evidenced by the participation of Native Americans and 
White women having the opportunity to receive similar educational opportunities, but the 
number of Native Americans and White women enrolled in these early colleges were minimal, at 
best (Thelin, 2004). Higher education historians noted that people of color during this period—
particularly African Americans—were not afforded this level of equal treatment (Anderson, 
1988; Thelin, 2004; Watkins, 2001).  
The Antebellum (1785-1860) era marked pivotal moments in the advent of education in 
America. First, there was a proliferation of colleges established outside of the New England area 
during this time. Oberlin College (founded in 1833) and Antioch College (founded in 1850) 
constituted a very small number of institutions that enrolled African Americans, with these 
figures being represented in the single digits (i.e., less than 5 percent of their total enrollment) 
(Anderson, 2002). Institutional forms of racism by state governments limited, or prohibited 
people of color from receiving a formal education (Anderson, 2002). While this appeared to 
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make higher education more accessible to the masses, it was still limited to a particular 
population of students. For example, among the early groups that were excluded from the 
colonial colleges, women from affluent and wealthy families benefited greatly during the 
Antebellum period (Solomon, 1985). However, most of their involvement served as preparation 
for careers in teaching and other roles in society less valued by White males, which further 
supported an ideology of racial and gender hierarchy during this period (Farnham, 1994).  
Additionally, slavery and the system of free labor fueled the nation’s growing agricultural 
economy. Because there was a need for inexpensive labor, landowners that benefitted from the 
agricultural-driven economy purposely withheld education as a form of racial oppression 
(Anderson & Gallman, 1977; Anderson, 2002; Galenso, 1981; West, 2004). White plantation 
owners recognized that the acquisition of knowledge had the ability to cultivate social mobility 
(Fredrickson, 1981). Anderson (1988) supported this statement further by mentioning how 
southern Whites initially objected to universal education. He stated,  
The planters believed that state government had no right to intervene in the education of 
children and, by extension, the larger social arrangement. Active intervention in the 
social hierarchy through public education violated the natural evolution of society, 
threatened familial authority over children, upset the reciprocal relations and duties of 
owner to laborers, and usurped the functions of the church (Anderson, 1988, p. 4). 
 
The White patriarchal capitalistic system largely depended on limiting education as a means of 
continuing the status quo where one group primarily reaped the benefits of society. Surprisingly, 
while historians documented the contributions of denominational and philanthropic groups in the 
education of both enslaved and free Blacks, these efforts focused on minimal literacy training. 
Further, they were only permissible for religious purposes and for serving the business interests 
of White slave owners (Webb, 2006). These ideals permeated much of the early American 
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culture and continued to fuel an elitist attitude that viewed education and the fledging higher 
educational system as an avenue of resource attainment. However, as the economy and the 
politics that governed this period progressed, certain mechanisms (e.g., physical punishment, 
hard labor, etc.) that once exercised strict control over marginalized groups would slowly begin 
to loosen (Anderson, 1988). 
The era of Reconstruction (1860-1890) marked a distinctive shift in the country. This 
shift, which was compounded by a change from an agricultural-driven economy to one that 
relied on an industrial-driven economy, forced some degree of compromises between the various 
factions involved in the Civil War (Cobb & Jenkins, 2001; Foner, 2011; Watkins, 2001). For 
Southern Whites, a better mechanism of control that relied less on braided whips and metal 
shackles as a means to maintain the system of oppression established by early colonists had to be 
found (Webb, 2006). Conversely, for the population of ex-slaves, who were liberated and were 
well aware of the benefits that an education could afford them, they sought a better life far 
beyond that of slavery. They also sought a way to develop a better social and educational 
ideology that defended them against the social power of the planter regime that still permeated 
much of the rural South (Anderson, 1988). The interests of Southern Whites and freed Blacks 
became a rallying point for White northern businessmen that wanted to capitalize on a rebuilding 
southern economy by harmoniously marrying the needs of both factions.  
Samuel Chapman Armstrong, a northern businessman, provided an educational pedagogy 
and ideology that would mediate the concerns of Southern Whites and freed Blacks during this 
time (Engs, 1999; Wright, 1949). Along with his star pupil, Booker T. Washington, Armstrong 
recommended a curriculum focused primarily on a vocational and technical style education 
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through his school, the Hampton Normal and Agricultural Institute. The Hampton Model served 
as a way to confer the ideals of subservience to its students through an appreciation of manual 
labor and the industrial arts (Croom & Alston, 2009; Watkins, 2001). He felt that the model 
would be most effective because the students would go back to their communities after leaving 
Hampton to teach the ideals that they learned. For Armstrong, the model depended on the 
development of teachers and their ability to impart this curriculum to the rest of the masses. In 
turn, it functioned as a way to reproduce the ideals of social order set forth by elitist groups 
during the colonial period and as a compromise to the divisive racial and economic politics 
during the period (Croom & Alston, 2009). Anderson (1988) notes,  
The primary aim was to work the prospective teachers long and hard so that they would 
embody, accept, and preach an ethic of hard toil of the “dignity of labor.” Then and only 
then, believed Armstrong, could his normal school graduates develop the appropriate 
values and character to teach the children of the South’s distinctive black laboring class 
(p.34). 
 
This approach was effective because it helped to pacify the intense racial climate of the South by 
providing a much needed solution to ensure that Black labor would remain a prominent part of 
the southern economy. White businessmen from the north largely supported the model outlined 
by Armstrong, which resulted in a huge philanthropic movement towards the funding of Black 
education in the latter part of the 19
th
 century (Watkins, 2001). Even though White southerners 
did not initially embrace the concept of universal education for Blacks, they were able to 
recognize how Armstrong’s ideas continued racial hierarchy in the South by ensuring that ex-
slaves “fit” into the new political economy (Watkins, 2001). It was also mitigated by the ability 
of Southern Whites to ensure that they would receive a publicly funded education that was far 
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superior to their Black counterparts.  There were other events during the 19
th
 century that 
continued to widen the educational gap between Whites and Blacks.  
The Morrill Land-Grant Acts of 1862 and1890—federal legislation that extended aid to 
states that created universities which supported scientific and technical instruction—both 
fostered and hindered educational opportunities for African Americans (Davis, 1998; Harper, 
Patton, & Wooden, 2009). For instance, many of the institutions established by the first Land-
Grant Act largely excluded the participation of Blacks. Stefkovich and Leas (1994) articulate the 
prevailing feelings towards Black education during this time by asserting that “the Act did not 
specifically address the educational needs of Blacks” (p. 407). However, historical records do 
indicate that some southern states such as South Carolina, Virginia, and Kentucky did establish 
institutions that supported the education of African Americans (Preer, 1982).  A second version 
of the act would build upon this trend.  
The Morrill Act in 1890 receives much of the recognition for establishing the system of 
historically Black college and universities (HBCUs) that we know of today. However, its 
enactment was much more misleading than it initially appeared. For instance, while it fostered 
more opportunities for African Americans by encouraging the states to establish universities for 
the purposes of educating the descendants of former slaves (Brown II, Donahoo, & Bertand, 
2001), it did so with the intention of purposely diverting attention away from the broader issue of 
access to the colonial institutions established years prior (Harper et al., 2009). Moore (2005) 
contends that the Morrill Act of 1890 aided in the doctrine of “separate but equal” outlined by 
Plessy v. Ferguson in 1896 and other discriminatory practices in the years that followed. The 
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events that concluded the 19
th
 century cemented White patriarchal and racial hierarchy as the 
main principal that governed American thought.   
The prevailing ideology during much of the Colonial (1607-1785), Antebellum (1785-
1860) and Reconstruction (1860-1890) periods largely depended on limiting educational 
opportunities as a means of continuing the social and economic disparities where one group of 
citizens ultimately reaped the benefits of society (Anderson, 1988). The literature points to very 
distinct moments during the aforementioned time periods where race and gender played a critical 
role in the exclusiveness of learning during the early periods of public education. Watkins (2001) 
wrote, building upon the writings of Emile Durkheim, that education (i.e., “schooling”) has a 
distinctive political and social influence, particularly in a corporate-industrial landscape. 
Individuals in the majority oftentimes steer the dominant ideology in a way that appears subtle 
and natural, yet promote partisan views centered on corporate-capitalist interests (Watkins, 
2001). As such, these interests not only fuel an elitist attitude of resource attainment but also one 
of resource detainment, with education/schooling (or a lack thereof) playing a significant role in 
the servility of the less informed and historically unrepresented. However, as the economy and 
the politics that governed this period progressed, the need for change became more pronounced.  
 There were a number of court cases following the 1900s that called into question the 
racial exclusiveness in higher education. For instance, State of Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada 
in 1938; Sipuel v. Board of Regents of University of Oklahoma in 1948; Sweatt v. Painter in 
1950; and McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents in 1950 examined access and equity for 
postsecondary students of color (Brown, 2004; Levy, 1999; Stefkovich & Leas, 1994). More 
importantly, these cases illustrated that the educational experiences of Black students were not 
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on par with their majority White counterparts and that changes were needed in order to ensure 
equal treatment and protection under the law (Bowen, Kurzweil, & Tobin, 2005). This would 
become a growing point of interest for Civil Rights activists during the mid to late 1900s and 
opened the doors for future legal proceedings.  
On May 17, 1954 in Washington D.C., the monumental case of Brown v. the Board of 
Education of Topeka helped change the scope of educational accessibility in the United States for 
generations to come. The aftermath of the case led to a removal of the institutional controls of 
“separate but equal,” which were indoctrinated by the case Plessy v. Ferguson in 1896 and by 
acting as a precursor to future legislation. For example, with added pressure from the Modern 
Civil Rights Movement (1954-1965) (Stefkovich & Leas, 1994), the federal government became 
more proactive in eliminating discrimination in all public arenas, including higher education, by 
enacting Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Moore (2005) noted,  
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibited discrimination on the basis of sex, 
religion, race, color or national origin in public education and institutions of higher 
learning that receive federal funds. Title IV permits the U.S. Attorney General to 
investigate school districts and university systems that engage in racial segregation 
(p.79). 
 
Due to the federal government’s influence, educational institutions had to quickly enact a series 
of approaches to become compliant with new mandates, and thus established more opportunities 
for previously excluded groups (i.e., Blacks). Interestingly, while these policies allowed for more 
accessibility, they failed to address completely the issue of educational equality among non-
majority groups.  
As a result of the Title VI legislation, the government acted in more immediate responses 
in the form of Affirmation Action policies. Affirmative Action, as part of President Lyndon B. 
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Johnson’s Executive Order 11246 on September 24, 1965, “required that [institutions] take 
affirmative action…without regard to race, color, religion, or national origin,” to improve 
minority representation in higher education (Garcia, 1997, p. 4). These policies, which were 
intended to promote racial equity by using race as criteria, would eventually incur a strong 
degree of backlash by individuals who argued that it violated their rights for equal treatment 
(Moore, 2005). Despite the early intentions of the government and higher education leaders to 
provide equal access to historically underrepresented groups, Affirmation Action policies caused 
an overwhelmingly negative response that manifested itself in the form of various high-profile 
courts cases such as University of California v. Bakke in 1978, and Hopwood v. University of 
Texas Law School in 1996 (Lucas, 2006). More recent lawsuits include a White female student 
denied admission to the University of Texas due to the school’s use of race as a part of their 
admissions criteria (Fisher v. the University of Texas in 2008), and a White female 
undergraduate student denied admission to the University of Michigan law school because of the 
school’s need to develop a “critical mass” of minority students (Grutter v. Bollinger in 2003). 
These would help further fuel arguments against the effectiveness of Affirmative Action policies 
and the need for more deeply rooted changes.  
Other Federal Interventions 
The Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), another key policy introduced that year by the 
federal government, promoted more access to postsecondary institutions by increasing the 
educational resources allotted to them and by providing financial assistance to students, 
particularly those individuals from underserved backgrounds (Cervantes, Creusere, McMillion, 
McQueen, Short, Steiner, & Webster, 2005). The HEA builds upon earlier efforts by the 
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government to transform the country economically through the promotion of postsecondary 
education (Cervantes et al., 2005). Subsequently, postsecondary education would become a 
catalyst for growth by fostering a more skilled and trained workforce, therefore decreasing the 
number of citizens relying on government assistance programs.  
A significant component of HEA (Title IV: Student Assistance Act) established grant and 
loan programs designed to help students achieve success at and/or beyond the postsecondary 
educational level (Stedman, 2003). With the growing sentiment in the nation that college was not 
a privilege but right of the people, Title IV presented low-income students with a way to pay for 
college due to its multitude of funding opportunities. For instance, Pell Grants, Federal Work-
Study Programs, and Federal Stafford Loans are all examples of federal financial assistance 
opportunities allotted to students not originally included in educational attainment legislation 
such as the National Defense Education Act or the G.I. Bill. Stedman (2003) noted that the G.I. 
Bill targets a specific group (i.e., military veterans) and those seeking specific degree fields (i.e., 
math and science), with HEA expanding the inclusiveness of higher education opportunities.  
Further, special outreach programs authorized by Title IV brought forth the existence of 
efforts designed primarily to assist low-income students and those students whose parents did not 
attend college in preparing for postsecondary education. Many of these programs, which became 
known as TRIO Programs (e.g., Upward Bound, Student Support Services, and Ronald E. 
McNair Scholars Program), represented a working partnership between public, non-profit, state 
and local-educational institutions in which students were prepared for the rigors of a college 
education from kindergarten to high school (McElroy & Armesto, 1998). Important components 
of these programs focus on tutoring, mentoring, and the dissemination of information about the 
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resources that lead to postsecondary educational success. To address the changing landscape of 
higher education, Congress reauthorizes the HEA every four years, with the next reauthorization 
occurring in 2014 (Stedman, 2003). Evidence of such programs is supported in the literature.  
St. John, Cabrera, Nora, and Asker (2000); Kim (2004); Pascarella and Terenzini (2005); 
and Goldrick-Rab, Harris, and Trostel (2009) found that students from low-to-middle income 
levels who participated in institutional, state, or federal financial aid (e.g., grants, scholarships, 
loans, and work-study) programs were as likely to persist through college as those students from 
high income levels not receiving such aid.  Further, findings from other higher education 
research suggests that the availability of funding impacts important considerations such as 
college search, choice, enrollment and degree completion among students from low-income 
families (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000; Hossler, Ziskin, Gross, Kim, & Cekic, 2009; Stater, 2009). 
This illustrates how federal and state need-based policies can help increase the probability that 
college students continue from year to year (Bettinger, 2004). In the same manner, TRIO 
Programs have an overall positive impact on the level of student access and college experiences 
by promoting more opportunities for both incoming and returning students to better connect with 
their educational institutions (Pitre & Pitre, 2009). However, there are concerns (e.g., merit-
based versus need-based aid) regarding student financial-aid and TRIO Programs.    
The student financial-aid system has come under considerable debate over the past few 
years. For instance, the shift to more merit-based aid compared to need-based aid has had a 
significant influence on the nation’s low-income population (Long, 2010). Long (2010) wrote 
that the policy shift towards loans and the resulting concern regarding debt burden influences 
students’ decisions before and long after college enrollment. The author remarked that need-
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based programs must be enhanced in order to improve the accessibility pipeline among the 
country’s underprivileged (Long, 2010). Additionally, Heller (1999) recommended targeting 
financial aid to traditionally low-income racial groups that may be adversely affected by tuition 
increases. However, a shift away from race-based policies such as affirmative action may have 
swayed decision-makers from this option (Heller, 1999). Incidentally, much of the research 
literature focuses on the critical need to modify the student financial-aid system and TRIO 
programs to illustrate greater efficiency and to provide for those students that require the most 
assistance (Heller, 1999; Trent, Lee, & Owens-Nicholson, 2006; McElroy & Armesto, 1998) 
The changing landscape of academia previously mentioned required universities to be more 
strategic in ways to cultivate more transformational changes to their campuses. As evidenced by 
this brief historical perspective, the challenge for higher education leaders, administrators and 
stakeholders now focuses on ways to re-engineer the image of the university as a place that 
embraces diversity and inclusion. The legacy of exclusion and inequality remains problematic, 
despite a new generation of higher education learners (Davis, 1994). 
Students in Higher Education 
The composition of students that now attend college has changed over the past thirty 
years. For instance, a greater influx of students from diverse backgrounds (e.g., ethnicity, gender, 
national origin, sexual orientation, etc.) represents the current generation of degree-seekers in 
higher education (Bonner, Marbley, & Howard-Hamilton, 2011; Howe & Strauss, 2000; Briodo, 
2004; Twenge, 2006). This generation, known as Millennials (individuals born between 1982 to 
2002), comprises the largest number of college-goers in the history of postsecondary education at 
approximately 80 million students, far surpassing their Baby Boomer (individuals born between 
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1943-1960) and Generation X (individuals born between 1961-1981) predecessors (Lee & 
Ransom, 2011). Other key characteristics identified by researchers also help to distinguish this 
cohort from earlier matriculates.  
Howe and Strauss (2000) mentioned higher levels of socio-economic status, more 
educational opportunities, and an increased number of individuals from ethnically diverse 
populations as some of the most commonly characteristics associated with this group.  Moreover, 
other characteristics of this cohort recognized by scholars include feelings of entitlement; being 
protected and sheltered by parents and guardians; boosted levels of self-confidence; conventional 
forms of thinking; strong affinity towards team-related activities; and being highly 
motivated/pressured to succeed (DeBard, 2004; Howe & Strauss, 2000; Sandfort & Haworth, 
2006). This can be of particular interest to higher education administrators when trying to better 
understand the perceptions and experiences of Millennials at the collegiate level. Additional 
writings by scholars provide a clearer understanding of their perceptions and experiences at the 
collegiate level.  
Bourke and Mechler (2010) mentioned experiences that typically promoted social, 
cognitive, and moral growth in earlier generations (e.g., supporting oneself, marriage, etc.) have 
been replaced by feelings of finding oneself and more intrinsic forms of development. This 
suggests students require a more holistic form of support that fosters civic participation, social 
engagement, and self-efficacy, while still addressing areas of academic support (Bourke & 
Mechler, 2010). It also suggests the importance of readily providing these opportunities for 
students during the college years. The process of self-discovery and the attention given to oneself 
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through the post-adolescent stage of life reverberate throughout much of the literature focused on 
this group.  
Twenge (2006), describing this group as “Generation Me,” added to the discussion of 
Millennial students by highlighting their “me first” attitude towards education and career. The 
author wrote that while this has contributed to higher levels of self-esteem compared to other 
generational groups, it has also contributed to increased instances of depression due to the failure 
of students to live up to lofty academic and personal goals. Interestingly, the author attributed 
much of these issues to members of Generation Me being consistently praised by parents or 
guardians and their inability to properly cope with adverse situations. However, the harsh reality 
that some college students may experience while earning a college degree and the subsequent 
experiences they may encounter while navigating the highly competitive job market can 
contribute to what the author referred to as “adult shock” (Twenge, 2006). Potential solutions for 
such issues may currently exist in the services provided to Millennials by their undergraduate 
institutions. More attention into these services may prove beneficial for future college-goers that 
affiliate with this generation, especially in an increasingly competitive world.  
With the emergence of a global marketplace and the challenges that await the nation’s 
higher education sector, the needs of the next generation of learners have come more clearly into 
focus. Miller and Slocombe (2012) referenced decreases in a student’s average study time and 
very minimal increases in critical thinking, complex reasoning, and writing during the college 
years as factors impacting the educational attainment of Millennial students. An explanation for 
these deficiencies may point to the experiences some students have at the elementary and 
secondary levels caused by having unequal financial, personal, and social support during those 
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early formative years (Elam, Stratton, & Gibson, 2007). Elam, Stratton, and Gibson (2007) 
noted, “While many Millennials have been reared in middle-and upper-class environments 
offering ample opportunities, others may not have enjoyed these same advantages” (p. 25). 
Therefore, despite advances marked by this generation compared to their predecessors, 
disparities along the educational pipeline remain problematic and further illustrate the widening 
gap between certain groups (e.g., minority, low-income, etc.) within this larger generational 
aggregate (Broido, 2004).  
Compared to White majority groups, the percentage of racial/ethnic groups who graduate 
from high school deemed college-ready remains unequal (Greene & Winters, 2005). The 
literature suggests that while most Millennial students enter college with some needs, first-
generation minority students often enter college with even greater developmental and social 
needs, which unfortunately, higher education personnel at PWIs have been historically ill 
prepared to address (Jenkins, 2009). An empirical study of African American Millennial students 
conducted by Strayhorn (2011) found that while they perform better academically at the high 
school-level compared to their Generation X counterparts, the overall percentage of African 
Americans students enrolling in advanced placement courses remains significantly behind other 
peer groups. These findings demonstrate inconsistencies in college-readiness among future 
college-goers that can influence the student’s postsecondary experiences.  
Student Engagement in Higher Education 
Student engagement at the postsecondary level remains an area of increased emphasis for 
higher education stakeholders. This suggests that the active engagement and the quality of a 
student’s involvement with the university have a direct impact on degree completion (Kuh, 
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Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2010). Astin’s (1993, 1999) Theory of Involvement states that students’ 
participation outside of the classroom is not the only factor that contributes to the holistic 
development of college students, but that the quality of the activities are just as important. Kuh 
(2009) supported this claim by writing that engagement benefits both the student and the 
academic institution. Shared responsibility and interaction between the institution and the student 
fosters conditions for engagement as well as the ability for students to take advantage of 
engagement opportunities. Wolf-Wendel, Ward, and Kinzie (2009) wrote,  
Involvement is the responsibility of the individual student, though the environment plays 
a role. The unit of analysis for involvement is the student and his or her energy; it is the 
student who becomes involved. Integration (or what Tinto might call “sense of 
belonging) involves a reciprocal relationship between the student and the campus. To 
become integrated, to feel like you belong, a student must learn and adopt the norms of 
the campus culture, but the institution is also transformed by that merger. The focus on 
engagement is on creating campus environment that are ripe with opportunities for 
students to be engaged (p.425). 
Interestingly, student behavior has a profound impact on the degree to which students 
intimately engage with their postsecondary education institution.  Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, 
and Gonyea (2008), in their quantitative study, found that student engagement in educationally 
purposeful activities has been shown to have positive academic outcomes in first-year student 
grades. They have been shown to positively influence persistence beyond the first-year. This 
suggests an even greater need for university administrators to channel the energy of their 
students into activities such as campus life programming (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  
Pike and Kuh (2005) supported the need for more purposeful interactions between the 
university and the student by examining the relationships among background characteristics, 
engagement, learning and intellectual development among first-and second-generation students. 
The investigators found that first-generation college students do not compare favorably to their 
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counterparts from families where at least one parent graduated college. In particular, findings 
from Pike and Kuh’s (2005) research revealed that first-generation students were less engaged 
and were less likely to successfully integrate into diverse college experiences. Additionally, first-
generation students perceived the college environment as less supportive, which stymied their 
learning and intellectual development (Pike & Kuh, 2005). These findings highlight the need for 
more active engagement by student affairs personnel and students who identify as first-
generation college attendees, particularly those that come from underrepresented populations.  
In a quantitative study examining the differential effects of student-faculty interaction on 
minority students’ academic achievement at PWIs, Cole (2010) found that the grade point 
average of African American students was affected by their interactions with college peers and 
faculty members. The study revealed that the quality of the underrepresented students’ college 
experiences appears to be the most significant predictor of success compared to their background 
and other characteristics (Cole, 2010). Specifically, Harper (2009a) underscored the conclusions 
of many higher education scholars (Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Cuyjet, 2006a; 
Pascarella, & Terenzini, 2005; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004; Upcraft et al., 
2005; Woosley & Shepler, 2011) by stating that the benefits of engagement are far too important 
to ignore and should be approached with the same level of intensity as other well-known 
practices on campus (e.g., recruiting of student-athletes by athletic departments). This should 
positively impact first-generation and minority students in a meaningful and productive manner.  
Black Students in Higher Education 
According to a report issued by the College Board, Lee and Ransom (2011) wrote that 
African American undergraduate student enrollment rose from 10% in 1976 to 14% in 2008. 
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This increase made African Americans, along with Asian American/Pacific Islanders, one of the 
most widely represented ethnic minority groups in higher education today (Lee & Random, 
2011). Subsequently, researchers recognize that an even greater percentage of Black students 
now attend colleges and universities, where they remain a racial/ethnic minority on most 
predominantly White campuses throughout the U.S. (Cuyjet, 2006b; Guffrida, 2005; Howe & 
Strauss, 2000; Lee & Random, 2011).  
College Experiences 
Literature on the college experience of African American students has been well 
documented. For instance, Tinto (1993) mentioned that due to differences in background, 
cultural norms, and values, African Americans may have a difficult time integrating into the 
academic and social spaces of PWIs. A research investigation by D’Augelli and Hershberger 
(1993) noted that incidents of harassment primarily influenced by race at PWIs affected African 
American students’ sense of security on campus, which resulted in them feeling negatively 
towards their campus environment. This suggests that an unwelcoming environment where 
strong perceptions of prejudice and discrimination exist can exert a large, albeit indirect effect on 
academic performance and student persistence (Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pacarella, & Hagedon, 
1999). Chauvous (2002) provided support for this statement by writing, “African American 
students at PWIs have reported feeling alienated and hypervisible due to their race, and 
perceiving a hostile racial climate on campus has been associated with lower academic 
adjustment, performance, and college persistence” (p.143).  
Furthermore, in a quantitative study investigating the differences in the college 
experiences between Black students who attended HBCUs and PWIs, Allen (1985) found that 
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students reported lower levels of academic achievement and social adjustment levels compared 
to their HBCU counterparts. The researcher concluded that the impact of Black students (on 
predominately White campuses) feeling unwelcomed, incompetent, ostracized, demeaned, and 
assaulted can negatively affect their academic self-confidence and their performance (Allen, 
1985). This finding implies that Black college students who identify themselves through negative 
racial stereotypes in predominantly White environments may impede their own process of 
academic adjustment (Anglin & Wade, 2007). 
Steele (1997, 1999) wrote that while Black college students may be intellectually capable 
of performing at the collegiate level, many of them fail to do so because of the added pressure to 
disassociate themselves from negative stereotypes. For instance, Steele (1997, 1999) found that 
Black students tended to perform statistically worse on the same standardized exam when 
compared to their White counterparts. Incidentally, poor performance was attributed to the 
students’ own assumptions that they lacked the intellectual ability to perform well, further 
demonstrating the destructive effects of a group inferiority complex (Steele & Aronson, 1995). 
Harrison, Stevens, Monty, and Coakley (2006) confirmed Steele’s findings by reporting that 
low-income students in the stereotype threat condition performed worse on an English and Math 
test compared to low-income students not exposed to the condition. Contemporary higher 
education research (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Chauvous, Rivas, Helaire, & Green, 2004; 
Harper, 2009b; Wood & Williams, 2013) has both confirmed and rejected Steele’s (1997,1999) 
theory that stereotype threat can negatively and positively impact the academic performance of 
minority students (i.e., Black males students) by either encouraging the student to align or 
distance themselves from these stereotypes. These studies indicate that psychosocial factors such 
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stereotype threat, combined with the institutional environment, can play a significant role in the 
academic experiences of Black college students (Chavous, Rivas, Green, & Helaire, 2002).  
Higher education scholars added that these students oftentimes experience “chilly” and 
unwelcoming environments (Cabrera et al., 1999; D’Angelli & Hershberger, 1993; Davis, 1994; 
Bonner & Bailey, 2006; Harper, 2009b) illustrated by instances of racism and discrimination 
(Solorzano, Ceja, & Yosso, 2000). Moreover, findings from the literature suggest that a 
perceived lack of institutional support acts as a barrier hindering the overall performance of 
Black students at predominantly White colleges and universities compared to HBCUs (Palmer & 
Dancy, 2008; Rogers, 2008). Schwitzer, Griffin, Ancis, and Thomas (1999) noted in their study 
investigating African American college students’ social climate experiences at predominately 
White campus environments that “students in this study [defined] their experience more 
specifically as an uncomfortable day-to-day feeling of social distance (or under-representedness) 
among others at their institution” (p.195). The investigators concluded that this caused conditions 
where students felt ill prepared to address the conditions that they experienced. These authors 
concluded that support systems can help mitigate some of the pervasive experiences encountered 
by first-generation students, particularly African American students (Schwitzer et al., 1999).  
Existing Support Systems 
There are existing support systems that have been shown to help Black students navigate 
academic environments where they are the minority. Solace (1987) identified key areas that 
related to college success outcomes among Black students on predominantly White campuses. 
Some of these areas included active involvement in campus life, consistent relationships with 
faculty members, and community service. One of the most telling findings uncovered by Solace 
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(1987) centered on the positive impact that leadership opportunities had on Black students and 
their holistic effects on persistence. Similarly, Sutton and Kimbrough (2001) found that Black 
students were actively involved in a diverse group of campus activities represented by the 
following: Black student associations (49.7%), Greek letter organizations (47.3%), academic 
clubs/honor societies (41.6%), student government (17.1%), orientation leaders/ambassadors 
(17.1%), residence hall assistants (11.1%), and residence hall government (10.1%). These 
findings illustrate that Black students are more involved in campus organizations than previously 
thought and even demonstrated gains in majority-White organizations.  However, the researchers 
contend that their involvement remains largely limited to predominately Black organizations 
(Sutton & Kimbrough, 2001).  
Based on the literature, it appears that student organizations provide a bevy of benefits 
for African American collegians. For instance, improved out-of-classroom connections with 
faculty and staff, and interactions with same-race peers represent some of the ways in which 
Black students feel a part of their institutional environments through student organizations 
(Guffrida, 2005). Data from a study conducted by Samuel Museus revealed that ethnic 
organizations facilitated the cultural adjustment and membership of ethnic minority students—
particularly African Americans—by serving as outlets of expression, advocacy, and validation 
(Museus, 2008). Moreover, serving as these outlets enables Black students more readily to 
celebrate their own racial and ethnic identity in a like-group setting, as well as serving as a place 
where they can engage in more cross-cultural interactions with other student groups (e.g., 
majority and minority) (Harper & Quaye, 2007). Peer support, particularly for historically 
underrepresented populations, appears to be an important element to student success.  
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Importance of Peer Support Systems 
In a quantitative study by Dennis, Phinney, and Chuateco (2005), the researchers 
examined whether peer support would be more predictive of college achievement and adjustment 
among first-generation students. Findings from the study supported past research that indicated 
both family and peer support were moderately related to college student outcomes. Interestingly, 
the results of the study also indicated that peer support was an even stronger predictor of college 
grades and adjustment compared to that of support from family members. Pascarella, Pierson, 
Wolniak, and Terenzini (2004) provided an extension to this thought by writing 
“…extracurricular involvement had significant positive effects on critical thinking, degree plans, 
internal locus of attribution for academic success, and preference for higher-order cognitive tasks 
for first-generation student” (p. 273). These findings remain consistent with existing higher 
education literature that highlights the importance of peer culture in negotiating some of the 
attitudes/behaviors that college students may have towards their environment, and subsequently, 
their level of academic and social adjustment within their institutions (Braxton et al., 2011; Renn 
& Arnold, 2003; Pascarella, & Terenzini, 2005; Upcraft, Gardner, & Barefoot, 2005). While 
conclusions from these studies indicate the importance of peer support networks for students at 
the postsecondary level, there are pre-college factors that can affect persistence as well.  
Black Boys in K-12 
Research focused on the educational experiences of Black males can point to a direct 
pipeline issue at the secondary level. In the book We Real Cool, hooks (2004) described the 
educational experiences of Black boys in the K-12 school system as a time marked by teacher 
neglect and isolation, especially for those students who have exceptional academic ability. The 
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author expounded further that “smart black boys who wanted to be heard, then and now, often 
find themselves cast out, deemed troublemakers, and placed in slow classes or in special classes 
that are mere containment cells for those deemed delinquent” (hooks, 2004, p. 39). This 
statement helps to illustrate a systemic problem that often views educated Black males as 
exceptions, rather than the norm.  
Moreover, the research literature focuses on the early experiences of Black boys and how 
these experiences can ultimately have a bearing on their perceptions of traditional schooling.  
Noguera (2003) noted,  
The location of Black males within school, in remedial classes or waiting for punishment 
outside of the principal’s office, and the roles they perform within school suggest that 
they are good at playing basketball or rapping, but debating, writing for the school 
newspaper, or participating in the science club are strictly out of bounds (p. 445).  
 
This concern becomes exacerbated when Black boys view educational attainment as a privilege 
reserved for only certain groups of people (Fordam & Ogbu, 1986). Additionally, negative 
stereotyping promoted through media outlets such as film and television; music, and sports also 
contributes to deficit models that place education, specifically higher education, as an 
unreachable goal. However, while still not at the same level as White males or Black females, 
key educational statistics point to a significant number of Black boys successfully matriculating 
through the K-12 pipeline and enrolling in four-year/two-year postsecondary institutions (Morton 
& Toldson, 2012). This statement helps to dispel the popular myth that the majority of young 
Black boys do not have the intellectual ability or interest in higher learning.  
Black Males in Higher Education 
In the text Voices of the Talented Tenth: Values of Young Black Males in Higher 
Education, Horne (2007) highlighted a small group of Black male students at a well-known 
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historically Black college and examined their journey to redefine what it meant to be both Black 
and male in college. The research provided meaningful insight into the prevalent issues 
concerning the emotional, psychological, and spiritual dimensions that contribute to the success 
or failure of young Black males in higher education (Horne, 2007). The findings suggest that 
these dimensions are positively correlated and can have either a positive or negative influence on 
their educational attainment. However, the author noted that the biggest influence amongst all of 
these factors is determination and persistence, with financial support closely following.  
In his article “Staying the Course: Narratives of African American Males Who Have 
Completed a Baccalaureate Degree,” Warde (2008) found that realizing the importance of higher 
education, having the resources to attend college and persist, having a mentor, and being resilient 
were all prominent factors that contributed to the success of African American students. Warde 
(2008) contended that having an epiphany and resilience when faced with certain obstacles are 
particularly meaningful. These findings further expanded upon existing bodies of research 
focused on the factors that lead to degree completion.  
Interestingly, while research findings by educational scholars focus on the factors that 
lead to success among Black male collegians, more meaningful research has emerged over the 
past few years that broaden the understanding of the with-in group dynamics of this population. 
For instance, in their qualitative study exploring racial heterogeneity among Black college males, 
Harper and Nichols (2008) documented the complex diversity that existed in the Black male 
student population by examining the following subgroups: student-athletes, members of 
predominantly Black Greek-letter organizations, campus leaders and activists, urban males, and 
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males from suburban and predominantly White neighborhoods. Key findings by the researchers 
identified subtle, yet important, distinctions among Black male student subgroups.  
First, the researchers found that students’ background and their within-group differences 
(e.g., home neighborhood, family structure, etc.) had an impact on the degree to which 
participants developed future relationships with other Black males. They found that the 
participants spent considerable attention to the varying speaking patterns (i.e., traditional English 
versus non-traditional English) and different forms of salutations (saying “hello” versus “what’s 
up”) as a way to distinguish between similar and dissimilar characteristics, which would later 
have a bearing on subsequent interactions with other Black male subgroups. Second, this caused 
certain misconceptions and stereotypes to develop, due to the vast diversity that existed within 
the group. For example, the researchers mentioned how some students ridiculed other students 
from predominately White neighborhoods as being “an Oreo or a White-Black person” and the 
discourse that existed between other Black students and those that participated in intercollegiate 
sports. Lastly, this cultivated an ethos of competition and social reticence that existed between 
the subgroups measured by their level of popularity among the rest of student body while acting 
“standoffish” towards other Black males. Harper and Nichols (2008) argued that while Black 
men may share the same racial category, “… it would be wrong to assume they all perceive or 
experience Blackness the same way” (p.  12). The study supported the need for higher education 
professionals to understand what it means for peer-to-peer engagement and it potential impact on 
student affairs practices.  
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Gifted and High-Achieving  
In the book Academically Gifted African American Male College Students, the author 
explored the undergraduate experiences of a previously unexamined sub-group of Black males—
gifted and high-achieving (Bonner, 2010). Bonner (2010) mentioned that while little is known 
about giftedness and high-ability Black male students, there is evidence of shared characteristics 
between this and other subgroups. For instance, the author wrote that the student-faculty member 
relationship serves as a critical conduit to success, particularly at PWIs, because these students 
often encounter inhospitable situations both in and outside of the classroom requiring some level 
of support. Bonner (2010) noted that part of this internalized conflict develops within gifted and 
high-achieving students because they feel an inherit responsibility to prove that their intellectual 
ability is just as strong as other different peer groups. Similarly, findings in a study by Fries-Britt 
and Turner (2002) also revealed a “proving” process being required in the classroom setting 
before faculty perceived that they possessed the intellectual capital to be academically 
successful.  
Other studies by Fries-Britt and colleagues (Fries-Britt, 1997; Fries-Britt, 1998; Fries-
Britt & Griffin, 2007) provided more in-depth exploration of the academic and social 
experiences of gifted and high-achieving Black males. The common theme among these studies 
focused heavily on the apparent self-concept and subsequent, racial-identity conflict, which 
many members of this subgroup continually experience. The authors suggested that the 
prevailing myth among many in education signifies that “giftedness” or having high intellectual 
ability is an ability solely designated to Euro-Americans. As such, Fries-Britt (1998) wrote that 
the Blacks that exhibited certain behaviors associated with high intellectual ability may not be 
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perceived as being Black enough—with the notion that they are trying to “act white.” 
Comparatively, Berger and Milem (2000) found in their investigation that Black students who 
attend White institutions struggle with such complexities as academic and social integration as 
well as the negative perceptions and stereotypes that many within the campus community 
associate with African American males. This, in turn, can have a negative effect on the degree to 
which they feel a part of the campus environment (Strayhorn, 2008a). Based on additional 
review of the literature, it appears that other Black male sub-groups encounter similar 
experiences.  
Student-Athletes 
Much of the narrative centered on Black male student-athletes in the mainstream culture 
focuses on them being more brawn than brain (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007). For instance, Black 
male students comprise the majority of athletes in the revenue generating sports of football and 
basketball (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007); however, compared to other peer groups, they are the 
least represented in key indicators of academic success such as exemplary grade point averages 
and graduation rates (Comeaux & Harrison, 2007). Even more revealing is that they represent the 
group requiring the most support among university personnel, yet continually underachieve in 
the classroom. Subsequently, scholars have suggested concerns regarding institutional racism, 
stereotyping, and academic deficiencies as having an adverse effect on their collegiate 
experiences of this subgroup (Cujet, 2006; Engstrom, Sedlacek, & McEwen, 1995; Singer, 
2005). Findings from additional research scholars underscore how other university affiliates 
perceive minority student-athletes.  
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Engstrom and colleagues (1995) noted in their quantitative study examining attitudes of 
faculty towards revenue-generating and non-revenue generating male student athletes, that 
institutional faculty do indeed hold prejudicial attitudes and stereotypes towards both groups. For 
instance, the researchers point to a perceived lack of academic competency—illustrated by 
students receiving full scholarships to the university despite earning lower SAT scores—as 
igniting strong negative attitudes towards this subpopulation. While the results of the study did 
not specifically examine race as a confounding variable, the researchers believe that the large 
percentage of Black male participants in the revenue-generating sports, compared to those 
participants in the non-revenue generating sports, might be an area of inquiry for future studies in 
regards to racial stereotyping.  
In a qualitative research article, Singer (2005) explored the extent to which racism had an 
effect on Black male student athletes experience at division I (D-I) schools. The findings of study 
revealed that the students felt that racism was still very prevalent in college sports, especially in 
football. For example, the participants mentioned differential treatment among Black and White 
players resulting in some players being encouraged or discouraged to play certain positions 
based on their skin color. The participants also mentioned how the “good ‘ole boy” system was 
still employed at their university, and how it was used as a major source of upward mobility for 
players both on and off the field. These racialized experiences demonstrate a clear positioning of 
the belief that Black male student athletes are valued more for their physical rather than their 
intellectual abilities in predominantly White spaces (Harrison, 2000; Hylton, 2008). Other 
research studies document instances of racial stereotyping.  
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Benson (2000), using narrative as a form inquiry, explored the schooling experiences of 8 
“academically at-risk” African American male football players at a large, predominantly White, 
public university in the southeast region of the U.S. She found a series of interrelated practices 
among the key actors (i.e., peers, coaches, advisors, teachers, and other student-athletes) that 
contributed to marginal academic performance with this population. Some of the most telling 
conclusions from the study reflect a greater need for institutions to empower and to encourage 
this subgroup to take more ownership of their educational attainment. This is due to the findings 
that institutions have limited expectations of their new football recruits at the onset of 
recruitment, orientation, and their first-year; teacher neglect and inadequate accountability seem 
to be the norm; and finally, there appears to be a personal and emotional detachment from school 
marked by these participants simply “getting by.” In turn, this has continued the racial and 
gender stereotyping experienced by this subgroup.  
Similarly, Njororai (2012) wrote about the social, cultural, individual, and institutional 
factors that have challenged both African American male and female student-athletes alike. The 
author mentioned the elevation of athletes by Blacks living in impoverished areas as the only 
suitable means of upward mobility. As such, this has caused a devaluation of intellectualism by 
impoverished communities, reflected by a decline of mainstream life choices by Black youth. 
Some of the results have led to poor academic performance and disengagement by students at the 
secondary level. Moreover, Comeaux and Harrison (2007) support this point further by 
identifying the degree to which pre-college indictors have on the success of Black athletes. The 
researchers conclude that the nonexistence of support by the university—while taking these pre-
college indictors in account—could negatively impact their degree of academic success. This 
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makes it even more important to understand how the university can partner with students in their 
success.  
Members of Black Greek-Letter Organizations 
The existence of Black Greek-letter organizations (BGLO) has long been a venue of 
support and development for Black students since their inception in the early 20
th
 century 
(Kimbrough & Hutcheson, 1998). For instance, when African American students at Cornell 
University decided to establish a fraternity from a social-study group on December 4, 1906, they 
did so with the realization of providing a network of peer support similar to that of their white 
counterparts (Ross, 2001). This marked the beginning of the first intercollegiate fraternity (Alpha 
Phi Alpha) for Black males and sparked a movement resulting in other BGLOs being established 
throughout the country (Harper, 2008). Many of the organizations—with the purpose of 
providing brotherhood and sisterhood among a previously marginalized group of students—were 
founded expeditiously in the years that followed. For example, Alpha Kappa Alpha was founded 
at Howard University in 1908; Kappa Alpha Psi was founded at Indiana University in 1911; 
Omega Psi Phi was founded at Howard University in 1911; Delta Sigma Theta was founded at 
Howard University in 1913; Phi Beta Sigma was founded at Howard University in 1914; Zeta 
Phi Beta was founded at Howard University in 1920; Sigma Gamma Rho was founded at Butler 
University in 1922; and lastly, Iota Phi Theta was founded at Morgan State University in 1963. 
The Divine Nine, the name that refers to the nine historically African American fraternities and 
sororities, represents a common set of ideals related to serving one’s university, community 
engagement, and to academic achievement at the undergraduate level for Black students (Ross, 
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2001). These ideals have helped students of color persist and become active members of the 
campus community.  
 Sutton and Terrell (1997), in their study exploring African American male perceptions of 
leadership at predominately White institutions and their participation in these organizations, 
found that African American males having leadership roles in their fraternity were more likely to 
be involved in campus-wide organizations. Additionally, Sutton and Terrell (1997) found that 
this was due in large part because of the confidence and leadership skills that were developed 
while being active members of the fraternity. In this instance, active membership and 
involvement in college fraternities can allow students to be more prepared for life after college 
due to the multiple skills (i.e., time management, task completion, event planning, etc.) that they 
honed as a result of participating in these groups (Sutton & Terrell, 1997). The researchers 
concluded that universities should provide more support to these organizations and promote 
more collaboration to African American male Greek leaders and campus-wide organization 
leaders.  
By the same token, Kimbrough and Hutcheson (1998) wrote about the impact of BGLOs 
on student involvement in collegiate activities and leadership development at historically Black 
and White campus settings. The investigation revealed that being involved in a BGLO 
contributed positively to involvement at the undergraduate level—with Black Greeks being 
involved in more campus organizations, or generally holding more prominent leadership 
positions than non-Greek members (p. 103). McClure (2006a) supported the benefits of BGLOs 
mentioned by the aforementioned researchers by noting how they helped members develop a 
sense of closeness to one another and subsequently, the broader campus environment. This 
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finding was particularly important for students on predominantly White campuses, considering 
the unique challenges that this population experiences as students of these institutions. It also 
aided students in becoming more aware of their own cultural history by allowing them to learn 
about the prominent members that were once a part of their individual organizations (Ross, 
2001). This contributed to a renewed sense of racial pride and identity among this group of 
students.  
Harper (2007), in his qualitative study exploring the relationship that exists between 
BGLO membership and classroom engagement among African American sorority and fraternity 
members at a predominantly White campus, found that participants mentioned having both 
positive and negative experiences in the classroom. For example, during their interviews, the 
participants recalled being some of the few individuals of color in their classes, and subsequently 
feeling the pressure of being the spokesperson for minorities when topics related to race were 
discussed. Yet, despite the participants feeling more conscious of their status as minority 
students, they became even more motivated to succeed academically and to become more 
actively involved in classroom activities.  Interestingly, while being members of these 
organizations, the students also felt an inherent sense of collective responsibility towards other 
members of their student and racial group. This contributed to a network of positive 
reinforcement for Greek members. Harper’s (2007) findings are consistent with other studies 
(Severtis & Christie-Mizell, 2007; Kimbrough & Hutcheson, 1998; McClure, 2006b) that 
highlight how BGLOs can have an overall positive impact for males and females in regards of 
successful degree completion.  
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Campus Leaders and Activists 
The experiences of Black males as campus leaders and activists are well-documented in 
the literature. Written by Richard McCormick, the book The Black Student Protest Movement at 
Rutgers tells the story of Black male campus leaders and activists at Rutgers University in the 
mid-to-late 1960s and early 1970s. In it, the author outlines how the end of the Civil Rights 
Movement and the subsequent beginning of the Black Power Movement fueled student protests 
for equality at the Camden, Newark, and New Brunswick campuses. Many of the student 
organizations (e.g., Black Organization of Students) created during this period used drastic 
measures demonstrated by building takeovers and non-violent marches as a means to achieve 
their requests for the university to increase the representation of Blacks at the student, faculty, 
and administrative levels (McCormick, 1990). Student leaders at the three main campuses, which 
mostly consisted of Black males, were not only interested in improving the social and academic 
spaces of the university, but they were also interested in improving the conditions of their 
respective communities. Their demands for change caused the leadership of Rutgers and the New 
Jersey higher education state agency to develop initiatives that targeted the recruitment and 
retention of Black students (McCormick, 1990). Outcomes of these Black student protests can be 
illustrated by the proliferation of Black student organizations; an increase in financial aid 
accessibility among underprivileged students; and the wide-spread development of culturally-
relevant curriculum and programming (Chesler & Lewis, 2005; McCormick, 1990; Williamson, 
1999; Yamane, 2002). While the actions of the student protests were successful, the author 
concluded that more needed to be done to improve the success of Blacks at the secondary and 
postsecondary level.  
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Through a thorough literature review, Williamson (1999) chronicled the various support 
systems created as a result of the tumultuous period following the movements of the ‘60s and 
‘70s at predominantly White college and universities. The author highlighted Black student 
unions; separate spaces in residential facilities; student newspapers; specialized tutorial services; 
tailored academic advising; and departmental organizations such as the National Society of 
Black Engineers and the Association of Future Black Social Workers as some of the ways that 
student leaders/activists tried to make their campuses more welcoming and diverse. Conclusions 
from the author revealed that these interventions continue to provide a much needed system of 
psychological and emotional support for this particular population of students, particularly for 
students who are the racial minority on their respective campuses. Brown (2006) supported this 
point further by asserting, “Even though [African American males] faced challenges as they 
persisted, they perceived certain activities, facilities, programs, or relationships as critical to their 
social survival on the campus” (p. 62).  
Conversely, Harper and Gasman (2008) explored how Black male student leaders at 12 
historically Black colleges and universities perceived the environmental politics and 
organizational norms of their campuses. The researchers found that there were powerful political 
structures within the confines of the universities that made many of them feel unwilling to fully 
express themselves as campus leaders. In particular, the researchers identified three areas where 
the conservative nature of the universities had the most impact on how they conducted 
themselves as students of these institutions. They include sexuality and sexual orientation, self-
presentation and expressions, and finally, position subordination. Perhaps one of the most 
alarming issues noted by Harper and Gasman (2008) dealt with the complete disregard of Black 
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male students who identified as gay, bisexual, or questioning. The researchers concluded that a 
sense of frustration among Black male students could result from the political conservatism of 
HBCUs. In many cases, this has been shown to lead to students having less positive feelings 
about their institution, making it more likely that they leave or drop out from the institution 
(Harper & Gasman, 2008).  
Black Males that identify as Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, or Questioning  
Most of the existing literature regarding Black male students who identify as gay, 
bisexual, transgender, or questioning (GBTQ) remains largely unwritten. However, over the last 
few years, scholars have expanded their inquiry into this subgroup. For instance, in a study 
conducted in the 1990s, Harris (2003) examined the double layers of discrimination and 
harassment that are oftentimes experienced by gay Black men at PWIs. The researcher 
highlighted four factors that impacted Black homosexual males at PWIs. These issues were 
campus climate, the double burden phenomenon, “down-low” issues, and programmatic issues. 
Findings of the investigation illustrated a severe lack of support by faculty and student affairs 
administrators for Black male gay students that identified as being gay.   
Washington and Wall (2006) discussed the issues and challenges that affect gay and 
bisexual men of African descent (GBMAD). In particular, the authors wrote that students often 
experience identity conflict as it relates to their attraction to men, and they also dealt with the 
confusion associated with their role in the context of the larger Black community. A lack of 
connection to either the white, gay community, or the Black male community remains largely a 
concern for students attending PWIs (Washington & White, 2006). Washington and Wall (2006) 
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confirm this statement by noting how GBMAD participants felt that members of the White, gay 
community were too “queeny” and could not relate to them culturally.  
Likewise, participants also felt that members of the Black, heterosexual community were 
too “judgmental,” which were primarily based on religious beliefs and an overemphasis on 
traditional male stereotypes. Subsequent areas of conflict recognized by the authors include the 
shortage of role models/mentors for Black, gay youth at the faculty and administrative level, the 
need to have an improved sense of belonging through labeling/naming for males that identify as 
both Black and gay, the need to negotiate the parallel identities of social class and economic 
status at higher education institutions, and finally, the need to connect with the primarily 
homophobic, African American faith-community. Students who identified themselves as gay or 
bisexual all too often had to simultaneously negotiate their own sexual identity within the larger 
context heterosexual majority (Strayhorn, 2010a). The lack of programmatic efforts that support 
GBMAD only compound the broader issues affecting the Black male student population.  
Comparatively, Strayhorn, Blakewood, and DeVita (2008) mentioned that a supportive 
college environment, where students had the opportunity to freely and safely express themselves, 
was a determining factor used during the college selection process. The majority of the 
participants saw predominantly White campuses as safe spaces where they could “come out” and 
as “places where students could avoid negative perceptions of homosexual that often plague 
Black communities” (Strayhorn et al., 2008, p. 99). While supportive relationships represent one 
of the critical components leading to increased retention among Black males and other minority 
students, the same representation may not necessary hold true in the social enclaves of the Black 
community (Strayhorn et al., 2008). The researchers in this study reasoned that this was 
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particularly problematic because “issues of homophobia, gender expression, and even spirituality 
may reduce, if not eliminate, the ability of Black gay males to feel comfortable among Black 
peers at PWIs” (p. 101).  
Goode-Cross and Good (2009) reinforced this point by highlighting the challenges that 
African American men who have sex with men (AAMSM) have in connecting with the largely 
heterosexual African American community. The participants reported experiencing hostilities 
and discourteousness against them among their same-race peers. This caused a disconnect with 
the Black community and caused many of the respondents to reach out to the predominantly 
White community, which did not completely fulfill the needs of AAMSM. As supported by 
Goode-Cross and Good (2009), this was due to the racial segregation that existed among this 
community that focused primarily on White, gay male culture. A lack of a true community for 
gay and bisexual African American men should be a point of concern and action for student 
affairs professionals at PWIs.  
Males from Urban/Suburban and Predominantly White Neighborhoods  
The differences between Black males from urban/suburban and predominantly White 
neighborhoods remain a topic of interest for higher education scholars. For example, Matrenenec 
(2011) explored the ways in which African American male students dealt with race, racism, and 
racist stereotypes at a predominantly White, suburban high school in a major metropolitan area. 
Findings indicated occurrences of racial stereotyping at the school by teachers, upper-level 
administrators, and other students. More surprisingly, the researcher noted a phenomenon in 
which some of the participants racially stereotyped some of the other participants because they 
came from more urban areas. The study revealed an underlying discourse between the different 
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groups (suburban and urban) of African American male students, with the suburban participants 
feeling negatively towards the urban participants due to their perpetuation of unfavorable media 
stereotypes (Matrenenec, 2011). The literature points to students at the undergraduate level 
encountering similar discourses.  
In the journal article “Peer Support for African American Male College Achievement: 
Beyond Internalized Racism and the Burden of “‘Acting White,’” Harper (2006a) used a 
phenomenological study to answer the following research questions: 1) how are peer groups 
influential to Black males attending predominately White universities?; 2) how is same-race peer 
support garnered and negotiated among African American male achievers at predominately 
White universities?; and 3) what support is there for the “acting white” hypothesis and 
internalized racism among African American collegians? He reported that meaningful peer 
relationships play a significant role in collegiate success of this population, where same-race 
peers were associated with the high achieving participants. Additionally, Harper (2006a) wrote 
that even though African American males in the secondary education system were in many ways 
forced to choose between being smart (“acting white”) or being popular, African American 
males in the postsecondary system were better able to negotiate both, and regard education as a 
positive attribute most commonly linked to those students that are the most known on campus. 
These findings by Harper (2006a) support how African American male students are able to 
negotiate identities conducive to educational attainment compared to those who perpetuate a 
deficit model.  
Similarly, Strayhorn (2009) used a quantitative study to measure the influence that 
urbanicity—a term used to describe whether students came from an urban, rural, or suburban 
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area—had on the aspirations of African American males. He found that socioeconomic status 
(SES) had a significant influence in the level of student aspirations. Additionally, study findings 
by Strayhorn (2009) indicated that Black males from higher-SES families were more likely to 
have higher educational aspirations than Black males from low or lower-SES families. Findings 
from Strayhorn (2009) support the belief that the student’s home environment affected their 
access to information and the availability of resources that foster college awareness. This means 
that services provided by the university during the student’s first year were even more important 
to their overall success (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Strayhorn (2009) argued that “it may be 
possible to ‘off set’ certain neighborhood effects by establishing  ‘academic neighborhoods’ or 
learning communities that incite, if not instigate, the aspirations of Black men in urban and rural 
context” (p.724).  Interestingly, many of these findings run parallel with much of the existing 
higher education literature regarding the Black male college experiences.  
Black Male College Experiences 
Scholars that study Black male college students, particularly those who attend PWIs, 
mention that they are faced with both campus and social issues which include anti-Black male 
stereotyping (Cuyjet, 2006a; Cuyjet, 2006b; Harper, 2009a; Harper, 2009b; Smith, Allen, & 
Danley, 2007), hypersurveillence (Harper, 2009a; Harper, 2009b; Smith, et al., 2007), 
hypermasculinity (Dancy, 2011), racial microaggressions (Cuyjet, 2006a; Cuyjet, 2006b; Harper, 
2009a; Harper, 2009b; Smith, et al., 2007), perceptual concerns such as feelings of having to act 
White, and feelings of racelessness (Harper, 2006b), and feelings of invisibility (Cuyjet, 2006a; 
Cuyjet, 2006b). McCabe (2000) echoed this point by writing how microaggressions effect the 
treatment of Black men by contributing to instances of isolation and sense of belonging. 
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Robertson and Mason (2008) also supported existing studies that suggest aggression, exclusion, 
dismissal of subculture, and typecasting as prevalent themes related to academic success among 
Black male students. Overall, these experiences can negatively impact how they “fit in” to the 
mainstream campus environment and, as previously mentioned, can have a negative effect on 
enrollment and retention. Harper (2009a) mentioned that they underscore the need for university 
personnel to better understand how Black male identity affects Black males’ academic and social 
experiences.  Similar writings by scholars provide additional insight into Black male identity 
development and its context in higher education.  
Findings from Campbell and Fleming (2000) suggest that racial identity conflict, in 
addition to other factors (i.e., fear of success), can have a negative impact on the level of 
academic achievement among Black male collegians. Chavous, Harris, Rivas, Helaire, and Green 
(2004) suggest that differences in academic self-concept between African American women and 
men exist more prominently at White institutions, with men having more difficulty adjusting 
academically to the rigors of college due stereotyping and discrimination. The researchers 
mentioned a lack of African American men on these campuses and inadequate opportunities for 
social support as contributing factors to this problem.  
Bridges (2010) also provided an examination into the effects that racism and stereotyping 
have on the racial development of Black male collegians in both the academic and social spaces 
of PWIs. In his phenomenological approach, Bridges (2010) found that students having a strong 
sense of identity were better able to navigate the academic and social spaces of their institutions. 
Part of this navigation process, as mentioned by Bridges (2010), comes from the ability of Black 
male collegians to connect with others that share similar educational and aspirational goals. 
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Despite these findings, Black male identity and development continues to remain largely absent 
from student development theory, student affairs, and the deliverance of student services 
(Howard-Hamilton, 1997). These instances are unfortunate to both Black and non-Black students 
because there are proven connections between identity development and college success 
(Strayhorn, 2008a). Subsequently, scholars suggest recommendations to ease the aforementioned 
concerns. 
 Several scholars have recommended establishing peer support and same-race programs 
that allow Black male students to become more integrated into the academic and social spaces of 
their institutions (Bonner & Bailey, 2006; Cuyjet, 2006a; Cuyjet, 2006b; Fries-Britt, 1998; 
Harper, 2006; Robertson & Mason, 2008; Strayhorn, 2008a; Strayhorn, 2008c; Sutton, 2006; 
Warde, 2008). Allen (1985) supports this recommendation by mentioning that Black males who 
frequently participated in Black student activities were more likely to be involved in the broader 
campus community. Similarly, Davis (1994) investigated the effects of the institutional 
environment, including the role of social support on the achievement of African American males 
in college. The researcher found that higher levels of academic integration at PWIs served as a 
predictor of scholastic success.  
Further empirical studies by Woosley and Shepler (2011) examined the variables of 
Tinto’s Student Integration Model to determine whether it adequately described integration 
among first-generation students and to determine which variables were the most valuable in 
predicting integration. Results of the study indicate that expected involvement and campus 
environment were important variables in explaining social integration. Also, the researchers 
found that commitment, campus environment, and classroom academic behaviors were important 
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variables in understanding academic integration. They also found that expected involvement, 
commitment, and campus environment were important in explaining variance in institutional 
satisfaction. The authors concluded that the study supports the theoretical understanding that 
early integration among first-time, first-generation students may function much like student’s 
longitudinal adjustment-to-college life process. Additionally, they indicated that traditional 
variables of concern, such as perception of campus environment and the ability to connect to 
campus via creating new friendships, should not be overlooked.  
Most recently, Strayhorn (2008a) investigated the factors that affect retention among low-
income African American males and concluded that peer mentoring programs can be used as an 
effective strategy to improve student motivation and persistence. Additionally, in an adjacent 
study, the researcher found that campus environments that offer opportunities for engagement 
may help to facilitate cross-cultural interaction among its student body (Strayhorn, 2008b). As a 
result, this can positively impact a student’s sense of belonging to the university, particularly 
among Black male students (Hausmann, Ye, Schofield, & Woods, 2009). The oftentimes 
“chilly” and highly racialized environments that Black males experience at PWIs have generated 
possible solutions to help them better integrate into the campus environment.  
Recommendations by Scholars 
 
In order to better facilitate the needs of this population, a significant number of 
institutions have already begun to establish programs and initiatives that target Black male 
development across the educational pipeline (Ellis, 2009). As LaVant, Anderson, and Tiggs 
(1997) reported, many of these groups serve as outlets for Black male students to become more a 
part of the mainstream campus community because of the supportive environments that they 
  
 
 57 
foster. Taylor and Howard-Hamilton (1995) supported this claim by declaring, “A supportive 
environment is crucial to the peaceful coexistence between the African American male and the 
university community” (p. 330). With more institutions supporting programs and initiatives for 
Black male students, a noticeable shift has begun to improve persistence among this group.  
Furthermore, Hall and Rowan (2001) found that a number of higher education institutions 
can increase the success of Black male students by providing mentoring opportunities, increasing 
campus diversity, and creating a more welcoming campus environment. The researcher noted, 
“[Black students] characterized by having a higher sense of belonging were more likely than not 
to be academically motivated compared to those with a lesser sense of belonging” (p. 8). Baker 
(2007), in her quantitative investigation investigating the effects of various student 
organizational involvement and academic performance, found that student involvement outside 
of the classroom has a positive impact on academic performance of Black and Latino students. 
All of these findings demonstrate overwhelming support for such efforts.  
Student-Driven Programs and Institution-Driven Programs 
Despite the fact that student-driven and institutional-driven programs serve as agents of 
improving retention and degree-completion of minority college students through engagement, 
there are subtle, yet significant differences between the two (Kuh, 2005). For instance, Kuh 
(2005) wrote that student-driven programs relate to the time and effort that students invest in 
their academic studies and other meaningful academic activities. Furthermore, he noted that 
institution-driven programs relate to the response of the institution in delivering its resources, 
organizing curriculum, and supporting services that prompt “students to participate in activities 
that lead to the experiences and outcomes that constitute student success (persistence, 
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satisfaction, learning, and graduation)” (Kuh, 2005, p. 87). The latter describes how universities 
(e.g., LSU, Ohio State University, Texas A &M University, Rutgers Universities) have most 
recently addressed the issues plaguing college Black males through concerted and strategic 
efforts by developing programs that align with this categorization.  
Coincidentally, while these programs point to a change in the way that institutions of 
higher learning deliver student programming and re-engineer how student affairs personnel serve 
their major stakeholders (i.e., students), there has been very little research that examines Black 
male programs and initiatives through an academic and social engagement theoretical lens 
(Barker & Avery, 2012). Additionally, there has not been any empirical investigation in the 
effect that these programs and initiatives have on the persistence of this particular subgroup. 
With this study, the researcher hoped to fill that gap in the literature. 
Conceptual Framework 
For this dissertation study, the researcher used Tinto’s Student Integration Model (SIM) 
(1993) as a theoretical framework to better understand how an academic/leadership development 
program aids in student persistence amongst Black male students attending a PWI. In his model, 
Tinto (1993) posited that there are certain pre-college attributes that predispose students to 
success in college. These pre-college attributes (i.e., family background, skills and abilities, and 
prior schooling) influence how students conceptualize and affirm their intentions regarding 
degree completion as well as their goals and institutional commitments. Ultimately, they impact 
how students integrate into the academic (e.g., classes, labs, etc.) and social spaces of their 
institution. For instance, students who regularly attend faculty office hours, and who are active 
participants in campus activities demonstrate higher levels of integration (Astin, 1993). Tinto 
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(1993) concludes that this higher or lower level of integration can predict whether students 
persist or withdrawal from the university. Figure 2.1 illustrates the major components associated 
with Tinto’s model and the sociological factors that affect student departure.  
 
 
 
 
Critiques of Tinto’s Student Integration Model 
Recently, a number of scholars have suggested modifications regarding Tinto’s model 
(Braxton et al., 2004; Braxton, & Lien, 2000; Guiffrida, 2006).  One of these modifications, as 
noted by Braxton and Lien (2000), pertains to the viability of academic integration as a critical 
component in student retention. The authors argued that academic integration played very little 
or no part in Tinto’s interactionalist model, particularly at certain institutional types (e.g., 
Figure 2.1 
An Adaptation of Vincent Tinto’s Student Attrition/Departure Model  
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commuter universities, residential institutions, two-year colleges, etc.). They wrote that academic 
integration—as a construct influencing the institutional commitment—has varying effects on the 
ways that students decide to continue or leave their college or university. For this purpose, 
questions regarding academic integration as a factor related to student’s decision to persist 
should be a major consideration when applying this theoretical model in future research studies.  
The authors noted that academic integration, as it related to institutional commitment, 
yielded more robust and statistically significant results at multi-institutional test sites compared 
to studies at single-institutional test sites. Additionally, the authors noted that this comes from 
the inherent variability caused by using multiple sites; however, some research studies that have 
analyzed the relationship between academic integration and subsequent institutional commitment 
indicated moderate empirical evidence at four-year residential colleges and universities. This 
provides support for Tinto’s (1993) argument that academic integration—within the context of a 
particular college or university—does account for student departure when assessed 
longitudinally. Tinto (1993) reiterated that this does not include a systems model of departure. 
Recommendations offered by Braxton and Lien (2000) highlight two possible solutions: 1) the 
abandonment of the construct of academic integration when using Tinto’ interactionalist theory; 
and 2) rethinking the measurement of academic integration at single-institutional sites.  Other 
recommendations point to specifying academic integration so that it includes the students’ 
assumptions and perceptions regarding their general education curriculum, academic majors, and 
faculty members as well as their overall academic environment.  
In a study by Berger and Braxton (1998), the researchers explored the effects of 
organizational characteristics (e.g., size, selectivity, etc.) of the university on student persistence. 
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Interestingly, this work was based on earlier suggestions of Tinto’s internationalist theory by 
Braxton, and provided support to the researchers’ assertions that “organizational attributes play 
an important role not only as a source of social integration, but in the first year persistence 
process in general…” (p. 116). This has a direct connection to the students feeling more 
committed to the institution and influences their decision to persist. Implications of this study 
and its evaluation of Tinto’s model can be used to inform university personnel in ways that they 
can make policies and procedures more clearly communicated to students. Conclusions from this 
study indicated ways of fostering positive students’ perceptions of the institution, resulting in 
improvements to social integration.  
Tierney (1999) offered subsequent critiques regarding Tinto’s model due to theoretical 
and practical concerns. Initially, he referenced the models of Emile Durkheim and Arnold Van 
Gennep—two prominent social scientists whose work regarding suicide and an individual’s “rite 
of passage” helped to influence Tinto’s model—and how they failed to capture how minority 
students experience majority spaces. For instance, in Durkheim’s sociological model, the theorist 
posited that an individual commits suicide or departs from life when they were unable to 
integrate into the fabric of their societal institution (Tierney, 1999). Durkheim argued that the 
withdrawal of life was caused by the individual feeling isolated from the tradition and culture of 
the group that they were seeking to join by failing to leave behind their former cultural 
connections. 
Additionally, in Van Gennep’s anthropological model, the theorist observed the tribal 
societies and the rituals used by the people of these societies to mark significant developmental 
transitions in their life. Tierney (1999) wrote, based on Van Gennep’s model, that “these rites of 
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passage in a particular culture were rituals designed to move individuals from one development 
stage to another and without such rituals the developmental patterns necessary for society’s 
maintenance would be destroyed and the culture would not survive” (p. 66). This component of 
Van Gennep’s model was adopted by Tinto to relate to the different transitions experienced by 
college-goers.  
Tierney (1999) argued that the SIM failed to relate to minority students by implying that 
students must “give-up” or let go of their culture of origin for the dominant mainstream culture. 
This corresponds with Durkheim’s sociological model that an individual must completely 
withdrawal themselves from former cultural connections if they are able to survive in the new 
spaces. As referenced by other higher education scholars (Berger & Milem, 1999; Guffrida, 
2005; Schwitzer, Griffin, Ancis, & Thomas, 1999), the importance of maintaining cultural 
integrity among ethnic minority student populations remains a critical factor in student 
achievement. Ties to family members, peers and faculty from similar racial/ethnic backgrounds 
represent meaningful components juxtapose Tinto’s earlier assumption that student success in 
college depends on disavowing one’s culture for another (Love, 2008).  
Tierney (1999) argued that there were concerns regarding how Tinto adapted the term 
ritual in order to compare the transitions that members of indigenous populations and college 
students make during key life moments. Much of Tierney’s concerns pertain to the assumption 
that college students, unlike indigenous populations, come from various backgrounds shaped by 
different experiences that are not completely homologous, with the assumption that they share 
some commonalities associated with the college-going progress (i.e., attending freshman 
orientation, moving in a residence hall, etc.) As such, discretion should be advised when making 
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broad assumptions regarding the transitional experiences of majority and non-majority students, 
especially when the terms “ritual” and “rite of passage” can take on different meanings for 
different groups. The author concluded that Van Gennep never anticipated that one’s culture 
could initiate a member of another culture, so that there should be more critical in the ideals set 
forward by Tinto’s model to explain minority populations (Tierney, 1999). This incongruence 
presented by Tierney reflects a prominent issue discussed by others when examining the 
educational experiences of non-traditional students and the integrity of their cultural experiences.  
Braxton and Hirschy (2004) mentioned that due to the continual growth of college 
participation by previously underrepresented groups, theory should place more relevance on 
more diverse racial and ethnic groups such as African Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, 
Asian Americans, and Native Americans. Thoughts of this point come from Tinto’s (1993) own 
declaration that the university comprises multiple social communities. Braxton and colleague 
(2004) added that these communities, while on the peripheral of some mainstream campus 
environments, represent a place of refuge for minority students to join in order to become more 
socially attached to the university. This makes it even more important for diverse communities to 
maintain their culture identity and the significance it has for persistence.  
Finally, additional critiques surrounding Tinto’s theory revolve around its inability to 
generalize SIM to minority student populations are due to the cultural insensitivity caused by 
using the term integration (Guiffrida, 2006). Therefore, Guiffrida offered adaptations to the 
theory that reflect multiculturalism by substituting how well students “connect” to their 
university as a predictor of persistence rather than how well they “integrate” (Guiffrida, 2006; 
Kuh & Love, 2000). This adaptation corresponds to arguments by Guffrida (2006) and by higher 
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education research scholars affirming that students use their connections with family members 
and their home communities as a buffer and as a source of encouragement against racism, 
cultural isolation, and other adverse situations that they may experience on campus (Davis, 
1994). Rendon, Jalomo, and Nora (2000) further assessed Tinto’s model by warning of the 
inherent danger regarding the separation of cultural realities that play a significant portion of 
student identity formation (Guffrida, 2005) and the negative effects that it can have on student 
retention. The authors acknowledged that too little attention is given to the systematic problems 
of the institution where minority students attend and the fact that they can indeed operate in the 
multiple contexts of the university setting.  
Subsequently, the researcher used the previously mentioned considerations regarding 
SIM in the study. Also, the researcher expanded upon Tinto’s model and the subsequent critiques 
to better understand if there were any similar experiences that lead to persistence between Black 
male students participating in an academic/leadership development program and other student 
body members.  Inquiry into this area can help provide higher education stakeholders with more 
insight regarding how institutional efforts foster engagement among multiple groups of students.  
Summary 
 
Public higher education in America has been long marked by exclusionary and 
discriminatory practices, with a majority White population having the opportunity to participate 
(Anderson, 1988; Anderson, 2002; Anderson & Gallman, 1977; Galenso, 1981; West, 2004; 
Watkins, 2001). These practices have left a lasting impression on American postsecondary 
education still being experienced to this day. However, policies introduced by the federal 
government (e.g., Civil Rights Act of 1964, Higher Education Act of 1965) have promoted more 
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access to the nation’s postsecondary institutions, particularly for students who have been 
historically underrepresented (Cervantes et al., 2005). Key hallmarks of these policies that have 
contributed to more access for minority students include the financial-aid and TRIO programs. 
These programs continue to reshape academia in an ever-changing society.  
For instance, this current generation of students (Millennial Generation) is the most 
culturally diverse and largest group of college-goers in the history of postsecondary education 
Howe & Strauss, 2000; Briodo, 2004; Twenge, 2006). As noted in the literature, most Millennial 
students enter college with some needs; however, first-generation students often enter college 
with even greater developmental and social needs (Jenkins, 2009). This has been revealed by 
higher education scholars as a factor affecting retention and persistence rates among individuals 
that identify as both majority and minority students. It also reveals the importance of student 
engagement at the postsecondary level by higher education stakeholders and the shared 
responsibility of the institution and the university student to actively be involved with the other 
party (Astin, 1993, 1999; Kuh et al., 2010; Pascarell et al., 2004; Pascarella, & Terenzini, 2005; 
Pike & Suh, 2005; Upcraft et al., 2005; Woosley & Shepler, 2011). Incidentally, due to 
differences in background, cultural norms, and values, African Americans may have a difficult 
time fully becoming a part of the academic and social spaces of their institution, particularly at 
historically white campuses (Cabrera et al., 1999; D’Angelli & Hershberger, 1993; Davis, 1994; 
Bonner II & Bailey, 2006; Guffrida, 2005; Strayhorn & Terrell, 2010). These differences have 
been shown to impact tremendously the educational experiences of Black males (i.e., gifted and 
high-achieving; student-athletes; fraternity members; campus leaders and activists; gay, bisexual, 
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transgender, or questioning; and Black males from urban/suburban and predominantly White 
neighborhoods) in higher education.  
In particular, much of the higher education research literature highlighted unwelcoming 
and hostile campus environments as negative factors impacting the educational experiences of 
African American male college students (Campbell & Fleming, 2000; Cuyjet, 2006; Harper, 
2009a; Harper, 2009b; Smith, et al., 2007). To address the unwelcoming and hostile 
environments that many African American male students may experience, many institutions have 
begun to develop and implement initiatives/programs that are specifically designed to support the 
needs of this particular population (Barker & Avery, 2012; Ellis, 2009; Howard-Hamilton, 1997). 
The purpose of these institution-driven programs is to foster more engagement between this 
population and the university, with the goal of improving academic performance and degree-
completion.  However, there are several critiques mentioned by higher education scholars when 
applying traditional theories of integration to non-traditional groups of students (Berger & 
Braxton, 1998; Braxton & Hirschy, 2004; Braxton, et al., 2004; Braxton & Lien, 2000; Guiffrida, 
2006; Rendon et al., 2000; Tierney, 1999). A certain degree of discretion should be taken into 
consideration when doing so.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODS  
In this chapter, the researcher describes the methods of the study. It begins with the 
purpose of the study detailing the importance of this area of inquiry and the research questions 
guiding the study. Additionally, the researcher will outline how the study will be conducted as 
well as details regarding the sample population and survey instrument. Other considerations 
regarding validity and reliability testing, data collection, data analysis, and procedures will also 
be addressed in this chapter.  
Purpose of the Study 
 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether institution-driven academic/leadership 
development programs improve the persistence among Black male student participants by 
fostering more engagement with the university environment. The researcher hypothesized that 
student participants that were involved in such programs would have more positive interactions 
with key university stakeholders (i.e., faculty, staff, peers, etc.), which would ultimately impact 
how well they integrated into the academic and social spaces of their institution. In turn, this 
would result in higher persistence due to increased support at the institutional level. Two primary 
research questions guided the study:  
1) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other Black male students? 
2) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
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commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other student groups? 
Additionally, the researcher sought to answer subsequent questions as part of this 
investigation. In order to provide more insight into the educational experiences of Black male 
students compared to other student groups (Black females, White males, and White females) not 
considered in the first two research questions. They included:  
3) Do certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and high 
school type) have an impact on the levels of persistence and intentions to persist for Black 
male students? Are these patterns consistent with other student groups?  
4) Are there significant differences in the relationship between level of engagement and 
intentions to persist (i.e., return or plan to graduate/resign or take some time off) for Black 
males in comparison to other student groups? 
Research Design 
 
The researcher conducted the quasi-experimental study at a four-year public university—
classified as having very high research activity (RU/VH)—in the southeast region of the U.S. 
(Carnegie Foundation, 2011). Cozby (2007) wrote that the quasi-experimental designs are 
needed when the researcher seeks to address “the effect of an independent variable in settings in 
which the control features of true experimental designs cannot be achieved” (p.208). 
Furthermore, Johnson and Christenson (2012) added that these designs aid the researcher when 
the demands of a true experiment such as randomization cannot be utilized. This allowed the 
investigator to more aptly adjust for the pre-existing conditions of the study. 
  
 
 69 
Subsequently, the researcher was unable to randomly assign participants to the 
institution-driven programs because of students self-selecting themselves into one or more of the 
following programs: Black Male Leadership Initiative, La-Stem Research Scholars Programs, 
Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program, and the Student Support Services Program. Additionally, 
students also self-selected themselves into other activities (e.g., peer-led groups or 
organizations). Figure 3.1 illustrates the non-equivalent control group design (Crozy, 2007) that 
was implemented in the study.  
                                                 Independent                                Dependent                        
                                                 Variables                                     Variables  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1 
Non-Equivalent Control Group Design 
  
As shown in figure 3.1., the participants in the institution-driven programs represent 
those individuals receiving the treatment and thus constituent as the treatment group. Conversely, 
the participants in the institution-driven programs represent those individuals not receiving the 
treatment and thus constituent as the control group. While not included in the assigned figure, the 
researcher used certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and 
high school type)—in addition to the participants’ race and gender—as independent variables in 
the design. Integration, intentions to persist, and the additional measures represent the dependent 
variables.  
Participants  
Participants  Institution-Driven 
Programs 
 
Integration, Intent to 
Persist, and Additional 
Measures   
No Institution-
Driven Program 
 
Integration, Intent to 
Persist, and Additional 
Measures   
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Self-selected purposeful sampling was used to identify college students between the ages of 18-
24 at the designated test site. Participants were selected on the basis of having full-time status 
(enrolled in at least 12 credit hours) and willingness to participate in the study. In general, a 
questionnaire was used to assess 1) whether the participants were involved in an institution-
driven program during the course of an academic semester; 2) which institution-driven program 
they were most involved; 3) whether they were involved in any student-driven activities; 4) 
which student-driven groups they were most involved; 5) their intentions to persist (i.e., return or 
plan to graduate/resign or take some time off); 6) their educational and career goals; and finally, 
7) whether the institution-driven programs had a significant effect on their level of connection 
and engagement to the institutional environment. Questionnaire responses of students that 
indicated their non-involvement in the institution-driven programs during the course of the 
academic semester encompassed the non-treatment (control) or comparison groups. 
Demographic responses from the questionnaire also allowed the researcher to partition out the 
other comparison groups (Black females, White males, and White females). 
Protocol for Selecting Programs 
The programs used in the study were selected due to their similarity to the Black Male 
Leadership Fellows Program in their mission, objectives, and strategies. Subsequently, they 
share some of the following components: student participants, program staff, campus partners, 
community partners, university and program alumni, and funding. These programs function 
under the premise that the overall success of the student is predicated on their active engagement 
in the various services and activities provided to them by the institution-driven programs.  As 
such, some of the services and activities sponsored by these initiatives include coordinating 
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academic, self-improvement, and leadership workshops/seminars; monitoring the academic 
monitoring of student participants; providing additional non-cognitive support for program 
participants through faculty and peer mentors; and informing students about the various on and 
off campus resources. Review of each program’s mission, purpose, and goal statements in 
addition to other pertinent documents (brochures, websites, etc.) provided the researcher with the 
basis to include them in the study as comparable test groups.  
Sampling Population 
 
 Sampling was conducted in three phases. First, the researcher used purposive sampling to 
select full-time freshman, sophomore, junior, senior level Black female, Black male, White male, 
and White female students at a large, very high (VH) research institution in the south (Carnegie 
Foundation, 2011). The researcher followed this approach due to his own knowledge of the 
population, the characteristics that make up that population and the focus of the intended 
research agenda (Babbie, 2012; Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003).  
 Second, the researcher deployed the research instrument—with the assistance of a number 
of academic colleges, departments, and student affairs offices at the designated test site—to 
undergraduate students attending the large, predominately White institution (PWI) at the end of 
an academic semester. The academic colleges, departments, and student affairs offices were 
presented a copy of the researcher’s Institution Review Board form (See Appendix D) prior to 
the dissemination of the survey instrument. This particular strategy was used to help build 
rapport with the selected agencies that assisted the researcher.  
Third, the researcher used the demographic information from the questionnaire to 
categorize students that fit into the target groups of the study. This included (a) Black/African 
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American (Non-Hispanic) males who were not actively involved in any extracurricular activities; 
(b) Black/African American (Non-Hispanic) males who were actively involved in an institution-
driven academic/leadership program; (c) Black/African American (Non-Hispanic) males who 
were actively involved in student-driven groups/programs/activities; (d) White (Non-Hispanic) 
males who were actively involved in any extracurricular activities; (e) White (Non-Hispanic) 
males who were actively involved in student-driven groups/programs/activities; (f) White (Non-
Hispanic) females who were not actively involved in any extracurricular activities; (g) White 
(Non-Hispanic) females who were actively involved in student-driven 
groups/programs/activities; (h) Black/African American (Non-Hispanic)females who were not 
actively involved in any extracurricular activities; and finally, (i) Black/African American (Non-
Hispanic) females who were actively involved in student-driven groups/programs/activities. For 
the Black/African American (Non-Hispanic) males who were actively involved in an institution-
driven academic/leadership program, the researcher used self-reported data to decipher which 
institution-driven programs (i.e., Black Male Leadership Initiative Fellows Program, La-Stem 
Research Scholars, Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program) they spent the majority of their time 
most actively engaged. 
Participants 
 
Demographic data of sample responses revealed that 61.4 % of participants identified as 
White (Non-Hispanic); 28.1% of participants identified as Black/African American (Non-
Hispanic); 2.9 % Asian or Pacific Islander; 4.4% of participants identified as Hispanic or 
Latino/a; 0.2% of participants identified as American Indian or Alaska Native; and 3.1% of 
participants identified as Biracial. Additionally, senior level students represented the majority of 
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responders at 31.8%, followed by juniors (28.1%), sophomores (25%) and freshman 
(14.5%).Women comprised the majority of responses at 53.5%, while males comprised 46.1% of 
responders. A total of 0.4% responders chose not to identify their gender.  
Further, in regards to certain background variables (academic major, family income, and 
high school type), the demographic data of sample responses revealed that 52% of participants 
identified as being a part of the business and hard science disciplines, while 48% identified as 
being a part of other disciplines. For family income, the demographic data of the sample revealed 
that 19.4% of participants identified as coming from families with a combined income under 
$50,000. Comparatively, the demographic data revealed that there were 80.6% of participants 
identified as coming from families with a combined income of over $50,000. Lastly, there were 
11.5% of participants who attended predominantly Black high schools, compared to 88.5% of 
participants who attended other high school types. 
Instrumentation 
 
 For the study, the researcher used two instruments developed by Nora and Cabrera 
(1996), and Berger and Milem (1999). The researcher decided to use this approach due to the 
uniqueness of the study and because one particular instrument could not fully capture the 
purpose of the investigation—assessing the level of academic integration, social integration, 
intent to persists, perceptions of campus climate, institutional commitment, goal commitment for 
Black male students at a predominantly White institution. These questions reliably accessed the 
desired variables of the targeted underrepresented student population.  
Subsequently, the Student Connection Survey (SCS) is an instrument used primarily to 
measure a student’s opinions regarding their level of academic and social integration into the 
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campus community (Nora & Cabrera, 1996; Berger & Milem, 1999). Demographic data 
questions used in the instrument helped the researcher identify the race, gender, classification, 
institution-driven program involvement, academic major family socioeconomic static, and the 
demographic make-up of the participants’ high school. Additionally, questions regarding the 
participants’ level of engagement and intentions to persist were assessed in the demographic 
portion of the survey instrument. For the intentions to persist survey question, responses were 
dichotomized where “Yes, I plan to return to the university” and “No, I plan to graduate” became 
“Return or plan to graduate” and “No, I plan to graduate” became “Resign or take some time 
off.”  
The SCS used five scales to assess (1) academic integration (i.e., academic performance 
in traditional classroom settings and interpersonal connections with university faculty and staff 
members); (2) social integration (i.e., engagement in co-curricular activities and interaction with 
peers and involvement in other student organizations/activities outside of the institution-driven 
programs); (3) campus climate (i.e., students’ general perceptions of the campus racial 
environment; (4) goal commitment (i.e., importance of academic degree and program 
completion); and finally, (5) institutional commitment (i.e., certainty of choice and belonging). 
Items in these five categories were scored on a 5-point Likert type scale employing the following 
numerical labels: strongly disagree=1; disagree=2; neutral=3; agree=4; and strongly agree=5.  
Reverse scoring was added to survey questions 44, 46, and 45 because they may have been 
perceived negatively by responders (e.g., 1 became 5; 2 became 4, etc.). Table 3.1 provides a 
brief overview of survey subscales, survey items, and reliability estimates (Cronbach’s Alpha) 
that was used in the investigation.  
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Table 3.1 
Brief Overview of Survey Subscales, Sample Items, and Cronbach’s Alpha  
Survey Subscales Sample Items N Items  Cronbach’s Alpha 
Academic Integration  
(Berger & Milem, 
1999) 
I am satisfied with my 
academic experience at 
LSU. 
 
I am satisfied with the 
extent of my intellectual 
development since 
enrolling at LSU. 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
 
.74 (Minority and 
Non-Minority) 
Social Integration 
 (Nora & Cabrera, 
1996) 
The student friendships I 
have developed have been 
personally satisfying.  
 
I am satisfied with my 
social life at LSU.   
 
 
9 
 
.87 (Minority) 
  
.90 (Non-Minority)  
Campus Climate  
(Nora & Cabrera, 
1996) 
I feel there is a general 
atmosphere of prejudice 
among students.  
 
I have encountered racism 
while attending LSU.  
 
 
4 
 
.82 (Minority) 
  
.79 (Non-Minority) 
Institutional 
Commitment  
(Nora & Cabrera, 
1996) 
I am certain at LSU is the 
right choice for me.  
 
I belong at LSU.  
 
3 
 
.86 (Minority) 
  
 .92 (Non-Minority) 
Goal Commitment  
(Nora & Cabrera, 
1996)  
It is imprint for me to get a 
college degree.  
 
It is important for me to 
finish my program of 
studies.  
 
 
3 
 
.63 (Minority) 
  
.76 (Non-Minority) 
 
Academic Integration, as noted by Berger and Milem (1999), is a subscale consisting of 
10 items. This single scale measures the overall experiences of students in traditional classroom 
settings, their interpersonal connections with university faculty and staff members, and the 
impact of these relationships on their intellectual growth. Berger and Milem (1999) documented 
a .74 reliability estimate for the designated scale. 
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Social Integration, as noted by Nora and Cabrera (1996), is a subscale consisting of 9 
items. This single scale measures the overall satisfaction that students have with their social 
experiences on campus, the students’ ease in developing close interpersonal relationships with 
friends, and the impact of these relationships on their personal growth. Nora and Cabrera (1996) 
documented both minority (.87) and non-minority (.90) reliability estimates for the designated 
scale.  
Campus Climate, as noted by Nora and Cabrera (1996), is a subscale consisting of 4 
items. This single scale is used to measure the extent to which students witnessed discriminatory 
gestures or words towards other minorities, felt a general atmosphere of prejudice, encountered 
racism while attending the institution, and heard racist remarks towards individuals of his or her 
race. Nora and Cabrera (1996) documented both minority (.82) and non-minority (.79) reliability 
estimates for the designated scale.  
Institutional Commitment, as noted by Nora and Cabrera (1996), is a subscale 
consisting of 3 items. The subscale consists of two measures represented by certainty of 
institutional choice (a composite of two items) and an item represented by the student’s degree of 
belonging at the institution. Nora and Cabrera (1996) documented both minority (.86) and non-
minority (.92) reliability estimates for the designated scale.  
Goal Commitment, as noted by Nora and Cabrera (1996), is a subscale consisting of 3 
items. The subscale consists of two measures represented by the importance of completing a 
college degree for the student (degree completion) and the extent to which the completion of the 
program of studies was important to the students (program completion). Nora and Cabrera 
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(1996) documented both minority (.63) and non-minority (.76) reliability estimates for the 
designated scale.  
Validity and Reliability 
Creswell (2009) notes that survey validity refer to whether an observer can draw 
meaningful and useful inferences from the scores of a particular instrument. As such, the 
researcher assessed the validity of the instrument by using face validity, content validity, and 
criterion-related validity (concurrent). This assured full confidence in the credibility of the data; 
and subsequently, the study.  
First, showing the survey instrument to individuals in related social science disciplines 
provided initial feedback regarding questionnaire items—face validity. This process was cursory 
and allowed the researcher to identify any glaring problems or mistakes. If any problems or 
mistakes were identified, the researcher made the necessary corrections and proceeded with next 
stage of validity testing—content validity.   
Second, content validity was used by showing the survey instrument to the members of 
the researcher’s dissertation committee with expertise in the following areas: educational 
measurement, applied statistics, and program evaluation, program evaluation and methodology, 
and higher education administration and student affairs. This review process was used to 
determine whether the questionnaire contained the appropriate test items needed to examine the 
desired areas of interests. Insight provided from the dissertation committee members provided 
the researcher with ample feedback to continually improve the questionnaire. Once feedback was 
received and implemented, the researcher proceeded with reliability testing— internal 
consistency reliability.  
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For reliability testing, which Creswell (2009) defines as the consistency of a particular 
measurement over time, internal consistency reliability was used to assess the consistency of 
scores within the questionnaire. This was accomplished by not only evaluating how one question 
related to a particular construct, but also how multiple groups of questions related to the same 
construct (Litwin, 1995). For this reasoning, Cronbach’s Alpha was used to quantitatively reveal 
the relationship between the different groups of questions on a combined scale. A correlation 
coefficient (r value) of r > 0.70 empirically indicated good reliability (Litwin, 1995). 
Data Collection 
Quantitative  
With the assistance of higher education personnel at the test site, the researcher identified 
undergraduate students (institution-driven program participants) willing to participate in the 
study during the fall academic semester. The research design was particularly set up this way to 
allow institution-driven program participants to engage fully in a series of structured activities in 
a reasonable timeframe. These coordinated activities designed by the individual programs 
commonly target the following areas: academic readiness, personal and leadership development, 
responsible citizenship, and social engagement. Similarly, these activities and workshops occur 
fairly frequently (2-3 per month) throughout the course of a given semester.   
Institution-driven program participants also received one-on-one advising from program 
staff as well as other forms of mentoring from university faculty and campus administrators. 
Though various forms of formal and informal form of communication from the university and 
program staff, both institutionally-driven program participants and other student groups at the 
test sites were also encouraged to attend various student organizational fairs, academic 
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presentations, culturally centered events, etc. At the end of the academic semester, a sample of 
undergraduate students were administered the instrument electronically to assess their 
experiences becoming a part of the academic and social spaces of the university throughout the 
course of that academic semester. Participants self-reported which activities, groups, 
organizations, or initiatives they were most actively involved.  
Data Analysis 
 
Once questionnaires were completed and collected from the test area, response items 
were coded and the data was entered into SPSS 17.0 statistical software. The researcher used the 
statistical software for two purposes—data screening and data analysis. Therefore, the researcher 
examined the data using both statistical and graphical methods to insure that the assumptions 
were properly met. These assumptions are presented by the following: outliers, normality of 
sample population distributions, homogeneity of variances, and independence of samples. If any 
of the assumptions were violated, proper remedial actions were taken.  
Once data screening was complete, the researcher used the Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) as the primary statistical procedure to properly answer the research questions for the 
dissertation study. ANOVA is a statistical method used to test differences between two or more 
means on a single dependent variable. Hinkle and colleagues (2003) mentioned that the ANOVA 
is be used to partition the variation of scores into two sources (variation of scores “within” 
groups and variation of scores “between” group means) and the grand mean. The sources reflect 
the variation due to random sampling in addition to the variation caused by differences in the 
treatment. As such, this particular statistical procedure was used to test the differences between 
the experimental and control groups’ means by analyzing the variation among academic 
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integration, social integration, intentions to persist, perception of campus climate, institutional 
commitment, and goal commitment. If the results indicated a statistically significant difference, 
the computed effect size aided the researcher in determining the likelihood of the event occurring 
in reality and the importance of the differences expressed in standard deviation units (Hinkle et 
al., 2003). Represented by the statistic Cohen’s d, the computed effect size qualitatively provided 
this information by indicating whether there was a small (.25), medium (.50), or large (1.0 or 
greater) chance of it happening (Cohen, 1977). Percentages were used to compare the intentions 
to persist (i.e., return or plan to graduate/resign or take some time off) of the various study 
groups in research questions three and four. 
Further, the researcher used the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) to 
explore the relationship between the level of engagement and the measures of persistence. 
Howell (2010) defines this statistical procedure as the index of the linear relationship between 
two variables X and Y, with values ranging between +1 (total positive) and −1 (total negative). A 
value of 0 indicates one with no correlation. Additionally, due to its combined use of categorical 
and continues variables, Point biserial correlation (used as Pearson r in SPSS) was used to 
explore the relationship between level of engagement and the participants’ intentions to persist 
(i.e., return or plan to graduate/resign or take some time off). These methods were done to 
properly answer research question four of the study and was exploratory in nature.  
Procedures 
 
 With Institution Review Board (IRB) approval granted (see Appendix D), the researcher 
deployed the research instrument to full-time undergraduate students attending the large, 
predominately White institution (PWI) at the end of an academic semester. The researcher 
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enlisted the assistance of a number of academic colleges, departments, and student affairs offices 
at the designated test site to accomplish this strategy. After data collection, responses were coded 
and analyzed for quality and prepared for subsequent data analysis. This was done using SPSS 
statistical software allowing the researcher to answer the research questions.  
Ethical considerations 
The researcher adhered to the ethical considerations for human subject testing outlined by 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) by ensuring confidentiality of the study participants 
(National Institutes of Health, 2013). Study participants were required to complete an informed 
consent form (see Appendix D) prior to completing the SCS. Because instrument data were 
coded numerically, confidentiality was maintained through the data collection process. As such, 
the identity of subjects will remain confidential unless subpoenaed by the judicial system in the 
event of any unlawful activity. Subsequently, if the results of this study may be published, the 
researcher will not include any names or identifying information in the publication. The 
researcher also made known to any potential participants that time spent volunteering for this 
study posed no risk to their physical, mental, or emotional health. Finally, potential participants 
were permitted to withdraw their survey responses from the study at any time, with the 
withdrawal and removal having no consequence to the participant.  
Challenges 
There are a few challenges associated with quasi-experimental research designs. Johnson 
and Christenson (2012) observed that the researcher must be able to reach a plausible casual 
conclusion when using quasi-experimental approaches. However, this can be problematic due to 
the researcher’s inability to rule out all of the confounding variables in the study based on the 
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nature of the design compared to true experimental designs. Research methodologists contend 
that in order for the researcher to successfully make any plausible casual inference from the 
aforementioned approach, the following requirements must be met: 1) the cause must covary 
with the effect; 2) the cause must precede the effect; and lastly, 3) any rival hypotheses or 
alternative explanations regarding the investigation must be implausible (Johnson & Christensen, 
2012; Shadlish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). However, there are principles that can address these 
challenges.  
For instance, Johnson and Christenson (2012) noted that approaches presented in true 
randomized experiments, where the conditions in the study are manipulated to allow the cause to 
precede the effect, can be used to address the primary concern regarding the cause preceding the 
effect in the study.  Moreover, in order to satisfy the concern of the correlated variation between 
the cause and effect variables, design controls and statistics can be used during data testing, with 
a relied focus on design control (Shadish et al., 2002). Lastly, in order to satisfy the threat of 
alternative hypotheses influencing the investigation, the researcher can focus heavily on the 
following recommendations. They include studying the plausible threats to internal validity to 
better understand the covariation between the treatment and outcome, emphasizing the 
importance of control by design by adding multiple control groups to the study, and finally, by 
utilizing a form of coherent pattern matching known as nonequivalent dependent variables to 
rule the alternative explanation generating the same result (Shadish et al., 2002). These principles 
should provide the necessary actions to alleviate the most pressing threats to internal validity and 
to prove that the treatment had the desired effect.  
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Summary 
A quasi-experimental study was conducted at a four-year public university in the 
southeast region of the U.S. Self-selected purposeful sampling was used to identify college 
students between the ages of 18-24 to participate in the study. Using a 5-point Likert-type scale, 
the Student Connection Survey (SCS) was used to measure the degree to which participants feel 
connected to the academic and social spaces of the university in addition to assessing college 
grade point average, intentions to persist, campus climate, institutional commitment, and goal 
commitment. Data was collected at the end of an academic year among students who are both 
participants and non-participants of institution-driven programs and student-driven activities, 
with the researcher adhering to the ethical considerations for human subject testing outlined by 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH). Analysis of Variance was the primary statistical 
procedure used during the data analysis stage of the study, with the Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient (r) serving as a secondary statistical procedure for research question four. 
Calculated percentages were also used to compare the intentions to persist (i.e., return or plan to 
graduate/resign or take some time off) of the various study groups in research questions three 
and four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS AND FINDINGS  
 
 In this chapter, the researcher presents the results and findings of the study. In particular, 
it examines the persistence of students involved in leadership and academic development 
programs. It begins by restating the research questions and reporting demographic information of 
the sample population. This includes a description of the participants’ race, gender, and academic 
classification as recorded by the Student Connection Survey. Further, descriptive statistics for the 
study instrument are also included in this chapter with the measures of central tendency (i.e., 
mean and standard deviation) for each of the subscales used in the instrument and other relevant 
demographic information. The researcher concludes this chapter by answering the hypotheses by 
reporting the results of the ANOVA, the primary statistical procedure used in the study.  
Sampling Procedure 
 
The sample population for the dissertation study targeted full-time freshman, sophomore, 
junior, and senior level students at a large, very high (VH) research institution in the south 
(Carnegie Foundation, 2011). Using Cochran’s (1977) sample size determination formula for 
continuous data, the researcher determined the minimum required sample size for the dissertation 
study at n=300 participants. This was based on three basic criteria: the level of precision 
(estimated range of the population’s true value) (Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001); level of 
confidence (probability that indicates the degree of confidence that the computed interval 
contains the parameter being estimated) (Bartlett, et al., 2001); and the degree of variability 
(distribution of attributes in the population) (Bartlett, et al., 2001) being taken into consideration 
for the research study. As such, with the assistance of university personnel, a total of N=1,763 
students were administered the surveys electronically through Survey Monkey© at the end of the 
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fall 2013 and at the beginning of the spring 2014 semesters. This resulted in a total 475 responses 
from the sample population, which corresponded to a 27% response rate. Further, after 
partitioning out the desired test groups and removing the incomplete, or missing responses, the 
researcher deemed n=408 usable for future data analysis.   
Testing the Assumptions 
 
Following the examination of the demographic data, the researcher checked for outliers, 
normality of the sample distributions, and the homogeneity of variances for each variable and 
group. Independence of the sample populations was assured based on the study design. To 
provide a thorough pre-analysis of the data, a combination of both graphical and statistical 
methods were used during pre-screening process. For example, box plots were used to 
summarize points that lie outside of the shaded region, which represents the middle 50% cases 
within the normal distribution (Field, 2005). The upper and lower lines (whiskers) positioned at 
the proximal ends of the box represented the 25% outer boundary of cases directly outside of the 
shaded 50% region of cases (Field, 2005). This method was used to illustrate the distribution of 
data points for each subscale and to give the reader an idea of how they might have influenced 
the final analysis.  
Checks for normality of the sample distributions were utilized with the Kolomogrov-
Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilks test of normality. These statistical tests assessed data normality 
among continuous distributions by calculating the probability that the data were drawn from a 
normal population (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For these particular tests, the null hypothesis 
claims that samples are drawn from the same distribution, while the alternative hypothesis claims 
that the sample data are significantly different from that of the normal population (Tabachnick & 
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Fidell, 2007). Findings from the tests were used to indicate a normal distribution when the 
probability value was more than .05. However, if the probability value was less than .05, then the 
sample indicated a non-normal distribution. Due to its precision and improved accuracy 
compared to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), the Shapiro-Wilk test of 
normality was primarily used during pre-analysis.  
Tests for Outliers 
Academic Integration  
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs.  
Figure 4.1 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
academic integration subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed. 
 
  
Figure 4.1 
Box Plot of Academic Integration Subscale for Research Study Participants 
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Other Black Male Students.  
Figure 4.1 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
academic integration subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed. 
White Male Students.  
Figure 4.1 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
academic integration subscale, there are approximately two cases (3 and 408) that lie outside the 
25% boundary of the case majority and above and below the mean. These cases are positioned at 
both the upper and lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the 
outliers.  
Black Female Students.  
Figure 4.1 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
academic integration subscale, there are approximately two cases (4 and 1) that lie outside the 
25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned at the lower 
limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers.  
White Female Students.   
Figure 4.1 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
academic integration subscale, there are approximately six cases (9, 42, 100, 11, 65, and 2) that 
lie outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are 
positioned at the lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the 
outliers.  
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Social Integration  
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs.  
Figure 4.2 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
social integration subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed. 
 
  
Figure 4.2 
Box Plot of Social Integration Subscale for Research Study Participants 
 
Other Black Male Students.  
Figure 4.2 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
social integration subscale, there is approximately one case (59) that lies outside the 25% 
boundary of the case majority and below the mean. This case is positioned at the lower limits of 
the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers.  
 
  
 
 89 
White Male Students.  
Figure 4.2 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
social integration subscale, there are approximately sixteen cases (402, 405,369, 383,408, 
385,393, 366, 26,171, 172, 900, 111, 48, 169, and 25) that lie outside the 25% boundary of the 
case majority and above and below the mean score. These cases are positioned at both the upper 
and lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers.  
Black Female Students.  
Figure 4.2 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
social integration subscale, there are approximate three cases (51, 42, and 32) that lie outside the 
25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned at both the 
lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers.  
White Female Students.  
Figure 4.2 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
social integration subscale, there are approximate seven cases (117, 101, 6, 12, 79, 301, and 57) 
that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are 
positioned at both the lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the 
outliers.  
Campus Climate 
 
Black Male Students in Institution-Driven Programs.  
Figure 4.3 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
campus climate subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed.  
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Figure 4.3 
Box Plot of Campus Climate Subscale for Research Study Participants 
 
Other Black Male Students.  
Figure 4.3 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
campus climate subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed.  
White Male Students.  
Figure 4.3 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
campus climate subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed. 
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Black Female Students.  
Figure 4.3 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
campus climate subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed.  
White Female Students.  
Figure 4.3 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
campus climate subscale, there are no cases that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case 
majority and above the mean. Based on the visual observation of this box plot, no corrective 
action was needed.  
Goal Commitment 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs.  
Figure 4.4 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
goal commitment subscale, there are approximately five cases (281, 67, 318, 132, and 46) that lie 
outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned 
at the lower limits of the box plot. Please note the degree of outlier cases for this particular 
measure of goal commitment (i.e., importance of academic degree and program completion). In 
particular, a large number of White female responders reported well outside of the normal 
distribution compared to Black males in institution-drive programs. Extreme outlier cases were 
also apparent for Black female students, with a significantly smaller number of extreme cases for 
other Black male students and White male students. This figure was used to identify and treat the 
outliers.    
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Figure 4.4 
Box Plot of Goal Commitment Subscale for Research Study Participants 
 
Other Black Male Students.  
Figure 4.4 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
goal commitment subscale, there are approximately three cases (310, 239, and 274) that lie 
outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned 
at the lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
White Male Students.  
Figure 4.4 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
goal commitment subscale, there are approximately four cases (257, 26, 13, and 15) that lie 
outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned 
at lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers.  
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Black Female Students.  
Figure 4.4 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
goal commitment subscale, there are approximately seven cases (278, 244, 128, 242, 199, 33, 
and 65) that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases 
are positioned at the lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the 
outliers.  
White Female Students.  
Figure 4.4 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
goal commitment subscale, there are approximately fifteen cases (271, 301, 331, 67, 238, 231, 
269, 227, 234, 18, 12, 82, 121, 30, and 10) that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case majority 
and below the mean. These cases are positioned at the lower limits of the box plot. This figure 
was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs.  
Figure 4.5 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
institutional commitment subscale, there are approximately three cases (44, 45, and 43) that lie 
outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned 
at the lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. Please 
note the degree of outlier cases for this particular measure of institutional commitment (i.e., 
certainty of choice and belonging). In particular, a large number of White female responders 
reported well outside of the normal distribution compared to Black males in institution-drive 
programs. Extreme outlier cases were not apparent for Black female students, other Black male 
students and White male students. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
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Figure 4.5 
Box Plot of Institutional Commitment Subscale for Research Study Participants 
 
Other Black Male Students.  
Figure 4.5 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
institutional commitment subscale, there is approximately one case (7) that lies outside the 25% 
boundary of the case majority and below the mean. This case is positioned at the lower limits of 
the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
White Male Students.  
Figure 4.5 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
institutional commitment subscale, there are approximately two cases (256 and 15) that lie 
outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned 
at lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
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Black Female Students.  
Figure 4.5 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
institutional commitment subscale, there are approximately two cases (87 and 1) that lie outside 
the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are positioned at lower 
limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
White Female Students.  
Figure 4.5 represents the cases that fall outside of 50% of normal distribution. For the 
institutional commitment subscale, there are approximately five cases (58, 99, 79, 2, 97, and 19) 
that lie outside the 25% boundary of the case majority and below the mean. These cases are 
positioned at lower limits of the box plot. This figure was used to identify and treat the outliers. 
Treatment for Outlier Conditions 
 
Due to the alarming number of outliers for some of the scales illustrated from the box 
plots and to provide further screening of the study data, the researcher decided to convert all of 
the values for scale to standard scores (Z-Scores). Garcia (2012) wrote that Z-Scores can be used 
to detect outliers and are very popular in a variety of situations. Z-Scores are defined as:  
Z Score= Sample Value – Sample Mean 
Standard Deviation 
 
Due to the sample size of the study being larger than 80 cases, the criterion for identifying and 
removing an outlier was set using a standard score of ±3.0 or beyond. Following the conversion 
to z-scores, the data set was once again reviewed and extreme cases above or below the 
designated standard score was removed from the data set. Table 4.1 illustrates the readjusted 
number of responses (n=392) after the treatment of extreme cases. 
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Table 4.1 
Sample Size after Treatment of Outlier Cases 
Treatment Group  
Black Male 
Institution-Driven 
Comparison  
Group #1 
Other Black Male  
Students  
Comparison 
Group #2 
White Males   
Comparison 
Group #3 
Black Females  
Comparison 
Group #4 
White Females 
 
n= 38 
 
n=32 
 
n=112 
 
n=54 
 
n=156 
 
Tests of Normality 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs 
Table 4.2 represents both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality. 
Analysis from the Shapiro-Wilk reveals a departure from normality for the goal commitment 
(.000, p<.05) and institutional commitment (.001, p<.05) subscales. Due to the probability value 
being less than the significance threshold, this implies that the data significantly deviate from a 
normal distribution. Conversely, due to their probability values surpassing the significance 
threshold, academic integration (.204, p<.05), social integration (.531, p<.05), and campus 
climate (.362, p<.05) subscales all fulfill the normality of the distribution assumption. Proper 
treatment of the non-normality subscales was considered as a result of the normality findings.  
Table 4.2 
Tests of Normality for Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs 
Tests of Normality 
  Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Scaleacadint .121 38 .177 .961 38 .204 
Scalesocint .076 38 .200* .975 38 .531 
Scalecampclim .144 38 .044 .969 38 .362 
Scalegoalcom .388 38 .000 .599 38 .000 
Scaleinstitcom .255 38 .000 .877 38 .001 
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Table 4.3 outlines the descriptive statistics of the students who participated in the study. 
For those participants who self-identified as Black male students with heavy involvement in 
university initiatives, the mean and standard deviation scores provides a measure of their 
response patterns. As such, initial analyses of these scores reveal key quantitative outcomes. For 
example, in terms of goal commitment, Black males students in this group “strongly agreed” that 
degree completion and completion of their program of studies were important. Further, in terms 
of campus climate, this group was somewhat “neutral” when asked if they witnessed 
discriminatory gestures or words towards other minorities, felt a general atmosphere of 
prejudice, encountered racism while attending the institution, or heard racist remarks towards 
individuals of their own race 
Table 4.3 
Means and Standard Deviations for Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs 
Variable  Mean  Standard Deviation  
Academic Integration 3.7921 .45165 
Social Integration 4.0702 .50253 
Campus Climate  3.2829 .94112 
Goal Commitment  4.7982 .37600 
Institutional Commitment  3.8947 .94314 
 
Other Black Male Students 
Table 4.4 represents both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality. 
Analysis from the Shapiro-Wilk reveals a departure from normality for the goal commitment 
(.000, p<.05) subscale. Due to the probability value being less than the significance threshold, 
this implies that the data significantly deviate from a normal distribution. Conversely, due to 
their probability values surpassing the significance threshold, academic integration (.713, p<.05), 
social integration (.201, p<.05), campus climate (.085, p<.05), and institutional commitment 
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(.114, p<.05) subscales subscales all fulfill the normality of the distribution assumption. Proper 
treatment of the non-normality subscales was considered as a result of the normality findings.  
Table 4.4 
Tests of Normality for Other Black Male Students 
Test of Normality 
  Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Scaleacadint .107 32 .200* .977 32 .713 
Scalesocint .081 32 .200* .955 32 .201 
Scalecampclim .136 32 .138 .942 32 .085 
Scalegoalcom .397 32 .000 .625 32 .000 
Scaleinstitcom .184 32 .007 .946 32 .114 
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
Table 4.5 outlines the descriptive statistics of the students who participated in the study. 
For those participants who self-identified as Black Males involved in student groups, 
organizations, or initiatives, the mean and standard deviation scores provide a measure of their 
response patterns. As such, initial analyses of these scores reveal key quantitative outcomes. For 
example, in terms of goal commitment, Black male students “strongly agreed” that degree 
completion and completion of their program of studies were important. Further, in terms of 
campus climate, this group was somewhat “neutral” when asked if they witnessed discriminatory 
gestures or words towards other minorities, felt a general atmosphere of prejudice, encountered 
racism while attending the institution, or heard racist remarks towards individuals of their own 
race.  
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Table 4.5 
Mean and Standard Deviation of Persistence Measures for Other Black Males 
Variable  Mean  Standard Deviation  
Academic Integration 3.7625 .50016 
Social Integration 3.9861 .59384 
Campus Climate  3.0078 .94503 
Goal Commitment  4.8021 .35780 
Institutional Commitment  4.0521 .60529 
 
White Male Students 
Table 4.6 represents both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality. 
Analysis from the Shapiro-Wilk reveals a departure from normality for social integration (.003, 
p<.05), campus climate (.000, p<.05), goal commitment (.000, p<.05) and institutional 
commitment (.000, p<.05) subscales. Due to the probability value being less than the 
significance threshold, this implies that the data significantly deviate from a normal distribution. 
Conversely, due to the probability value surpassing the significance threshold, the academic 
integration (.689, p<.05) subscale fulfills the normality of the distribution assumption. Proper 
treatment of the non-normality subscales was considered as a result of the normality findings.  
Table 4.6 
Tests of Normality for White Male Students 
Tests of Normality 
  Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Scaleacadint .055 112 .200* .991 112 .689 
Scalesocint .110 112 .002 .961 112 .003 
Scalecampclim .158 112 .000 .924 112 .000 
Scalegoalcom .355 112 .000 .704 112 .000 
Scaleinstitcom .196 112 .000 .870 112 .000 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 
Table 4.7 outlines the descriptive statistics of the students who participated in the study. 
For those participants self-identified as White male students, the mean and standard deviation 
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scores provide a measure of their response patterns. As such, initial analyses of these scores 
reveal key quantitative outcomes. For example, in terms of goal commitment, White male 
students a part of these student-lead activities “strongly agreed” that degree completion and 
completion of their program of studies were important. Further, in terms of campus climate, this 
group “disagreed” when asked if they witnessed discriminatory gestures or words towards other 
minorities, felt a general atmosphere of prejudice, encountered racism while attending the 
institution, or heard racist remarks towards individuals of their own race.  
Table 4.7 
Mean and Standard Deviation for White Males Students 
Variable  Mean  Standard Deviation  
Academic Integration 3.8813 .43237 
Social Integration 3.9206 .52253 
Campus Climate  2.1161 .91344 
Goal Commitment  4.7054 .40701 
Institutional Commitment  4.2143 .76439 
 
Black Female Students 
Table 4.8 represents both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of normality. 
Analysis from the Shapiro-Wilk reveals a departure from normality for goal commitment (.000, 
p<.05), and institutional commitment (.000, p<.05) subscales. Due to the probability value being 
less than the significance threshold, this implies that the data significantly deviate from a normal 
distribution. Conversely, due to the probability value surpassing the significance threshold, 
academic integration (.472, p<.05), social integration (.532, p<.05), the campus climate (.220, 
p<.05) subscale fulfills the normality of the distribution assumption. Proper treatment of the non-
normality subscales was considered as a result of the normality findings.  
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Table 4.8 
Tests of Normality for Black Female Students 
Tests of Normality 
  Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Scaleacadint .110 54 .200* .979 54 .472 
Scalesocint .079 54 .200* .981 54 .532 
Scalecampclim .105 54 .200* .971 54 .220 
Scalegoalcom .463 54 .000 .569 54 .000 
Scaleinstitcom .148 54 .005 .906 54 .000 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 
Table 4.9 outlines the descriptive statistics of the students who participated in the study. 
For those participants who self-identified as Black female students, the mean and standard 
deviation scores provide a measure of their response patterns. As such, initial analyses of these 
scores reveal key quantitative outcomes. For example, in terms of goal commitment, Black 
females a part of these student-lead activities “strongly agreed” that degree completion and 
completion of their program of studies were important. Further, in terms of campus climate, this 
group answered “disagree” to “neutral” when asked if they witnessed discriminatory gestures or 
words towards other minorities, felt a general atmosphere of prejudice, encountered racism while 
attending the institution, or heard racist remarks towards individuals of their own race.  
Table 4.9 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Female Students 
Variable  Mean  Standard Deviation  
Academic Integration 3.7333 .41573 
Social Integration 3.8868 .57126 
Campus Climate  2.9630 .85700 
Goal Commitment  4.8210 .33467 
Institutional Commitment  4.0988 .74008 
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White Female Students  
Table 4.10 represents both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests of 
normality. Analysis from the Shapiro-Wilk reveals a departure from normality for academic 
integration (.001, p<.05), social integration (.000, p<.05), campus climate (.004, p<.05), goal 
commitment (.000, p<.05) and institutional commitment (.000, p<.05) subscales. Due to the 
probability value being less than the significance threshold, this implies that the data 
significantly deviate from a normal distribution. Proper treatment of the non-normality subscales 
was considered as a result of the normality findings.  
Table 4.10 
Tests of Normality for White Female Students 
Tests of Normality 
  Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
scaleacadint .110 156 .000 .966 156 .001 
scalesocint .120 156 .000 .945 156 .000 
scalecampclim .098 156 .001 .973 156 .004 
scalegoalcom .484 156 .000 .447 156 .000 
scaleinstitcom .305 156 .000 .769 156 .000 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 
Table 4.11 outlines the descriptive statistics of the students who participated in the study. 
For those participants who self-identified as White female students, the mean and standard 
deviation scores provide a measure of their response patterns. As such, initial analyses of these 
scores reveal key quantitative outcomes. For example, in terms of goal commitment, White 
female students who are a part of these student-lead activities “strongly agreed” that degree 
completion and completion of their program of studies were important. Further, in terms of 
campus climate, this group “disagreed” when asked if they witnessed discriminatory gestures or 
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words towards other minorities, felt a general atmosphere of prejudice, encountered racism while 
attending the institution, or heard racist remarks towards individuals of their own race.  
Table 4.11 
Mean and Standard Deviation for White Female Students 
Variable  Mean  Standard Deviation  
Academic Integration 4.0032 .46007 
Social Integration 4.0548 .54601 
Campus Climate  2.2724 .74291 
Goal Commitment  4.8932 .27562 
Institutional Commitment  4.4209 .75359 
Treatment for Normality 
 
Due to its robustness and the large sample size, the researcher will not take any remedial 
actions regarding the issue of non-normality. ANOVA has been shown to be a statistical 
procedure fairly robust to small or moderate deviations from normality (Glass, Peckham, & 
Sanders, 1972; Harwell, Rubinstein, Hayes, & Olds, 1992; Lix, Keselman, & Keselma, 1996). 
This reaffirmed the position of the researcher to move forward with the data analyses.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 
The following represents the research questions and hypotheses that were used to guide 
the dissertation study. A full listing of the subsequent questions can be found in the appendix 
section (see Appendix A) of this document. Based on the comprehensive literature review, the 
research questions were particularly designed to examine the factors that could impact the 
educational experiences of college students, particularly for Black male students in institution-
driven programs. The research questions closely align with the assumptions of the investigator 
that certain programmatic types significantly impact the persistence among the treatment group. 
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Deeper analyses of certain variables were also used to help reveal Black male persistence on a 
predominantly White campus.  
1) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other Black male students? 
H01: No statistically significant difference exists in academic integration, social integration, 
perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment between 
Black male students participating in institution-driven programs as compared to other Black 
male students.  
Ha1: Black male students participating in institution-driven programs will demonstrate a 
statistically significant difference in academic integration, social integration, perception of 
campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment as compared to other Black 
male students. 
2) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
compared to other student groups? 
H01: No statistically significant difference exists in academic integration, social integration, 
perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment between 
Black male students participating in institution-driven programs as compared to other student 
groups.  
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Ha1: Black male students participating in institution-driven programs will demonstrate a 
statistically significant difference in academic integration, social integration, perception of 
campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment compared to other student 
groups. 
3) Do certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and high 
school type) have an impact on the levels of persistence and the intentions to persist for 
Black male students? Are these patterns consistent with other student groups?  
H03: No statistically significant difference exists in academic integration, social integration, 
perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment when certain 
background variables are taken into consideration between Black male students as compared 
to other student groups.  
Ha3: Black male students will demonstrate a statistically significant difference in academic 
integration, social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment when certain background variables are taken into consideration as 
compared to other student groups. 
4) Are there significant differences in the relationship between level of engagement and 
intentions to persist (i.e., return or plan to graduate/resign or take some time off) for Black 
males in comparison to other student groups? 
H04: No statistically significant difference exists in the relationship between level of 
engagement and the intentions to persist for Black males in comparison to other student 
groups.  
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Ha4: Black male students will demonstrate a statistically significant difference in the 
relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist in comparison to other 
student groups. 
Results of the ANOVA 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs and Other Black Male Students 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled , the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and Black 
male students who identified as not being a part of such programs. The ANOVA source table, 
represented in table 4.14, displays the results of the investigation. The results were not 
significant for academic integration F(1,68)=.068, p=.796, partial =.001; social integration 
F(1,68)=.412, p=.523, partial =.006; campus climate F(1,68)=1.479, p=.228, partial =.021, 
goal commitment F(1,68)=.002, p=.965, partial =.000; and institutional commitment 
F(1,68)=.661, p=.419, partial =.010. Calculated effect size for each measure revealed the 
following: academic integration, d=.06; social integration, d=.16; campus climate, d=.29; goal 
commitment, d=.01; and institutional commitment, d=.20.  
Table 4.12 
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Treatment Group and Other Black Male Students 
 Black Males Institution 
Driven 
Other Black Male Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 38 3.79 .452 32 3.762 .500 0.06 
Social Integration 38 4.07 .501 32 3.986 .593 0.16 
Campus Climate 38 3.28 .941 32 3.009 .945 0.29 
Goal Commitment 38 4.80 .376 32 4.802 .357 0.01 
Institutional Commitment 38 3.89 .943 32 4.052 .605 0.20 
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Table 4.13 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for the Treatment Group and Other Black Male Students 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .303 1 68 .584 
Social Integration .611 1 68 .437 
Campus Climate .236 1 68 .629 
Goal Commitment .005 1 68 .946 
Institutional Commitment 4.129 1 68 .046 
 
Table 4.14 
ANOVA Source Table for the Treatment Group and Other Black Male Students 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .015 1 .015 .068 .796 
 Within 15.303 68 .225   
 Total 15.318 69    
       
Social Integration Between .123 1 .123 .412 .523 
 Within 20.276 68 .298   
 Total 20.399 69    
       
Campus Climate Between 1.315 1 1.315 1.479 .228 
 Within 60.457 68 .889   
 Total 61.771 69    
       
Goal Commitment Between .000 1 .000 .002 .965 
 Within 9.200 68 .135   
 Total 9.200 69    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .430 1 .430 .661 .419 
 Within 44.270 68 .651   
 Total 44.700 69    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs and Black Female Students 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
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commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and Black 
female students. The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.17, displays the results of the 
investigation. It indicates a value approaching significance for campus climate F(1,90)=2.866, 
p=.094, partial =.031, with a small effect size (d=.36). However, significance for academic 
integration F(1,90)=.415, p=.521, partial .005; social integration F(1,90)=2.533, p=.115, 
partial .027; goal commitment F(1,90)=.093, p=.751, partial .001; and institutional 
commitment F(1,90)=1.349, p=.249, partial .015. Calculated effect size for each remaining 
measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.13; social integration, d=.34; goal 
commitment, d =.06; and institutional commitment, d =.25.  
Table 4.15 
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Treatment Group and Black Female Students 
 Black Males Institution 
Driven 
Black Female Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 38 3.792 .452 54 3.733 .416 0.13 
Social Integration 38 4.070 .503 54 3.887 .571 0.34 
Campus Climate 38 3.283 .941 54 2.963 .857 0.36 
Goal Commitment 38 4.798 .376 54 4.821 .335 0.06 
Institutional Commitment 38 3.895 .943 54 4.099 .740 0.25 
 
Table 4.16  
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for the Treatment Group and Black Female Students 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .404 1 90 .527 
Social Integration .753 1 90 .388 
Campus Climate .259 1 90 .612 
Goal Commitment .008 1 90 .927 
Institutional Commitment  .743 1 90 .391 
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Table 4.17 
ANOVA Source Table for the Treatment Group and Black Female Students 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .077 1 .077 .415 .521 
 Within 16.708 90 .186   
 Total 16.785 91    
       
Social Integration Between .750 1 .750 2.533 .115 
 Within 26.640 90 .296   
 Total 27.390 91    
       
Campus Climate Between 2.283 1 2.283 2.866 .094 
 Within 71.697 90 .797   
 Total 73.980 91    
       
Goal Commitment Between .012 1 .012 .093 .761 
 Within 11.167 90 .124   
 Total 11.179 91    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .928 1 .928 1.349 .249 
 Within 61.941 90 .688   
 Total 62.870 91    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs and White Male Students 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and White 
male students. The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.20, displays the results of the 
investigation. It indicates significance for campus climate F(1,148)=45.596, p=.000, partial 
.236, with a large effect size (d=1.27); and institutional commitment F(1,148)=4.386, 
p=.038, partial .029, with a small effect size (d=.40). However, significance for academic 
integration F(1,148)=1.179, p=.279, partial .008; social integration F(1,148)=2.368, p=.126, 
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partial .016; and goal commitment F(1,148)=1.534, p=.217, partial .010 were not 
assumed. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the following: academic 
integration, d=.21; social integration, d=.29; goal commitment, d =.24; and institutional 
commitment, d =.40.  
Table 4.18 
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Treatment Group and White Male Students 
 Black Males Institution 
Driven 
White Male Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 38 3.792 .452 112 3.881 .432 0.21 
Social Integration 38 4.070 .503 112 3.921 .523 0.29 
Campus Climate 38 3.283 .941 112 2.112 .913 1.27 
Goal Commitment 38 4.798 .376 112 4.705 .4070 0.24 
Institutional Commitment 38 3.895 .943 112 4.214 .764 0.40 
 
Table 4.19 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for the Treatment Group and White Male Students 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .141 1 148 .707 
Social Integration .194 1 148 .660 
Campus Climate .019 1 148 .890 
Goal Commitment 2.948 1 148 .088 
Institutional Commitment .996 1 148 .320 
 
Table 4.20 
ANOVA Source Table for the Treatment Group and White Male Students 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .225 1 .225 1.179 .279 
 Within 28.298 148 .191   
 Total 28.524 149    
       
Social Integration Between .634 1 .634 2.368 .126 
 Within 39.651 148 .268   
 Total 149     
       
Campus Climate Between 38.630 1 38.630 45.596 .000 
 Within 125.387 148 .847   
 Total 164.017 149    
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Table 4.20 (continued) 
Goal Commitment Between .245 1 .245 1.534 .217 
 Within 23.619 148 .160   
 Total 23.864 149    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 2.897 1 2.897 4.386 .038 
 Within 97.769 148 .661   
 Total 100.667 149    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs and White Female Students 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure, the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, 
institutional commitment, and intentions to persist among Black male students participating in 
institution-driven programs and White female students. The ANOVA source table, represented in 
table 4.23, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates significance for academic 
integration F(1,192)=6.479, p=.012, partial .033, with a small effect size (approaching 
medium) (d=.47); campus climate F(1,192)=50.628, p=.000, partial .209, with a large effect 
size (d=1.29); and institutional commitment F(1,192)=13.432, p=.000, partial .065, with a 
medium effect size (d=.67). Significance for social integration F(1,192)=.025, p=.875, partial 
.000 were not assumed. Further, a value approaching significance was determined for goal 
commitment F (1,192)= 3.108, p=.079, partial .016 with a small effect size (d=.31). Due to 
the violation of the equal variances assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means 
was conducted for the goal commitment measure and confirmed the finding (p=.150). Calculated 
effect size for each remaining measure revealed the following: social integration, d=.03.  
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Table 4.21  
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Treatment Group and White Female Students 
 Black Males Institution 
Driven 
White Female Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 38 3.792 .452 156 4.003 .460 0.47 
Social Integration 38 4.070 .503 156 4.055 .546 0.03 
Campus Climate 38 3.283 .941 156 2.272 .743 1.29 
Goal Commitment 38 4.798 .376 156 4.893 .276 0.31 
Institutional Commitment 38 3.895 .943 156 4.421 .754 0.67 
 
Table 4.22 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for the Treatment Group and White Female Students 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .204 1 192 .652 
Social Integration .002 1 192 .969 
Campus Climate 3.840 1 192 .051 
Goal Commitment 6.152 1 192 .014 
Institutional Commitment  .892 1 192 .346 
 
Table 4.23 
ANOVA Source Table for the Treatment Group and White Female Students 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between 1.362 1 1.362 6.479 .012 
 Within 40.356 192 .210   
 Total 41.718 193    
       
Social Integration Between .007 1 .007 .025 .875 
 Within 55.554 192 .289   
 Total 55.561 193    
       
Campus Climate Between 31.199 1 31.199 50.628 .000 
 Within 118.318 192 .616   
 Total 149.517 193    
       
Goal Commitment Between 2.75 1 .275 3.108 .079 
 Within 17.006 192 .089   
 Total 17.281 193    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 8.461 1 8.461 13.432 .000 
 Within 120.937 192 .630   
   Total 129.398 193    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
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Black Male Students 
Academic Major 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students when examining academic major (Business 
and Hard Sciences versus Other Disciplines) as an additional independent variable The ANOVA 
source table, represented in table 4.27, displays the results of the investigation. The results were 
not significant for academic integration F(1,68)=.220, p=.641, partial .003; social integration 
F(1,68)=.093, p=.761, partial .001; campus climate  F(1,68)=.347, p=.558, partial .005; 
goal commitment F(1,68)=.008, p=.931, partial .000; and institutional commitment 
F(1,68)=.424, p=.517, partial .006. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.21; social integration, d=.07; campus climate, 
d=.14; goal commitment, d =.01; and institutional commitment, d =.16. Further, the results 
indicated 97.2% of Black male students in the business and hard science disciplines responded 
that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of Black male 
students in the other disciplines.  
Table 4.24 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for the Treatment Group and White Female Students 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 6.626 1 57.196 .013 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .027 1 60.152 .869 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 38.033 1 48.816 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 2.141 1 47.127 .150 
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Table 4.24 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Brown-Forsythe 
 
10.237 
 
1 
 
49.120 
 
.002 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
Table 4.25 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male Students by Academic Major  
 Business & Hard Science 
Majors 
Non-Business & Hard 
Science Majors 
 
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 36 3.753 .444 34 3.81 .504 0.12 
Social Integration 36 4.012 .526 34 4.052 .569 0.07 
Campus Climate 36 3.222 .859 34 3.088 1.039 0.14 
Goal Commitment 36 4.796 .384 34 4.80 .349 0.01 
Institutional Commitment 36 4.028 .673 34 3.90 .930 0.16 
 
Table 4.26 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .402 1 68 .528 
Social Integration 1.269 1 68 .264 
Campus Climate 3.075 1 68 .084 
Goal Commitment .094 1 68 .760 
Institutional Commitment 2.247 1 68 .139 
Table 4.27 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .049 1 .049 .220 .641 
 Within 15.269 68 .225   
 Total 15.318 69    
       
Social Integration Between .028 1 .028 .093 .761 
 Within 20.371 68 .300   
 Total 20.399 69    
       
Campus Climate Between .314 1 .314 .347 .558 
 Within 61.458 68 .904   
 Total 61.771 69    
       
Goal Commitment Between .001 1 .001 .008 .931 
 Within 9.199 68 .135   
 Total 9.200 69    
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Table 4.27 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.277 
 
1 
 
.277 
 
.424 
 
.517 
 Within 44.423 68 .653   
 Total 44.700 69    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Family Income 
 After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and Black 
male students that identified as not being a part of such programs when examining family 
income as an additional independent variable (Over $50,000 versus Under $50,000). The 
ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.31, displays the results of the investigation. The 
results were not significant for academic integration F(1,68)=.215, p=.645, partial .003; 
social integration F(1,68)=.039, p=.844, partial .001; campus climate  F(1,68)=2.158, 
p=.146, partial .031, goal commitment F(1,68)=.031, p=.860, partial .000; and 
institutional commitment F(1,68)=.768, p=.378, partial .011. Calculated effect size for each 
measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.02; social integration, d=0.05; campus 
climate, d=.36; goal commitment, d =.02; and institutional commitment, d =.22. Further, the 
results indicated 96.4% of Black male students coming from a family with a  median income 
level under $50,000 responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university 
compared to 100% of Black male students with a median income level over $50,000. 
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Table 4.28 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male Students by Academic Major  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .218 1 65.771 .642 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .093 1 66.784 .762 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe .344 1 64.169 .560 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe .008 1 67.903 .931 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe .416 1 59.897 .521 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
Table 4.29 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male Students by Family Income  
 Under $50,0000 Over $50,000  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 28 3.810 4.87 42 3.757 .465 0.02 
Social Integration 28 4.048 .549 42 4.021 .547 0.05 
Campus Climate 28 2.955 .945 42 3.292 .934 0.36 
Goal Commitment 28 4.801 .389 42 4.794 .353 0.02 
Institutional Commitment 28 4.071 .711 42 3.897 .863 0.22 
 
Table 4.30 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male Students by Family Income  
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .003 1 68 .954 
Social Integration .229 1 68 .634 
Campus Climate .011 1 68 .915 
Goal Commitment .003 1 68 .959 
Institutional Commitment .598 1 68 .442 
 
Table 4.31 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male Students by Family Income 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .048 1 .048 .215 .645 
 Within 15.270 68 .225   
 Total 15.318 69    
       
Social Integration Between .012 1 .012 .039 .844 
 Within 20.387 68 .300   
 Total 20.399 69    
       
Campus Climate Between 1.900 1 1.900 2.158 .146 
 Within 59.871 68 .880   
 Total 61.771 69    
       
  
 
 117 
Table 4.31 (continued) 
Goal Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.004 
 
1 
 
.004 
 
.031 
 
.860 
 Within 9.196 68 .135   
 Total 9.200 69    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .512 1 .512 .788 .378 
 Within 44.188 68 .650   
 Total 44.700 69    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
High School Type 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled , the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and Black 
male students that identified as not being a part of such programs when examining high school 
type (Predominantly Black High School versus Other High School) as an additional independent 
variable The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.34, displays the results of the 
investigation. It indicates significance for institutional commitment F(1,68)=4.471, p=.038, 
partial .062, with a medium effect size (d=.56). The results were not significant for academic 
integration F(1,68)=.150, p=.700, partial .001; social integration F(1,68)=.340, p=.561, 
partial .005; campus climate  F(1,68)=1.041, p=.311, partial .015; and goal commitment 
F(1,68)=.020, p=.888, partial .000. Calculated effect size for each measure revealed the 
following: academic integration, d=.05; social integration, d=.15; campus climate, d=.27; goal 
commitment, d =.04; and institutional commitment, d =.56. Further, the results indicated 100% 
of Black male students who attended a predominantly Black high school responded that they 
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would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 98% of Black male students 
who attended other high school types. 
Table 4.32 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male Students by High School Type 
 Black HS Other HS  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 21 3.762 .540 49 3.786 .444 0.05 
Social Integration 21 3.974 .704 49 4.057 .465 0.15 
Campus Climate 21 3.333 .943 49 3.082 .947 0.27 
Goal Commitment 21 4.810 .402 49 4.796 .352 0.04 
Institutional Commitment 21 4.270 .655 49 3.837 .834 0.56 
 
Table 4.33 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male Students by High School Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.203 1 68 .277 
Social Integration 3.158 1 68 .080 
Campus Climate .000 1 68 .997 
Goal Commitment .142 1 68 .707 
Institutional Commitment 1.300 1 68 .258 
Table 4.34 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male Students by High School Type 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .008 1 .008 .037 .848 
 Within 15.310 68 .225   
 Total 15.318 69    
       
Social Integration Between .102 1 .102 .340 .561 
 Within 20.297 68 .298   
 Total 20.399 69    
       
Campus Climate Between .931 1 .931 1.041 .311 
 Within 60.840 68 .895   
 Total 61.771 69    
       
Goal Commitment Between .003 1 .003 .020 .888 
 Within 9.197 68 .135   
 Total 9.200 69    
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Table 4.34 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Between 
 
2.757 
 
1 
 
2.757 
 
4.471 
 
.038 
 Within 41.943 68 .617   
 Total 44.700 69    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
Black Males and Black Female Students 
 
Academic Major 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and Black female students when 
examining academic major (Business and Hard Sciences) as an additional independent variable. 
The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.37, displays the results of the investigation. The 
results were not significant for academic integration F(1,53)=.002, p=.969, partial .000; 
social integration F(1,53)=.006, p=.937 partial .000; campus climate  F(1,53)=.550, p=.461, 
partial .010, goal commitment F(1,53)=.051, p=.822, partial .001; and  institutional 
commitment F(1,53)= .232, p=.632, partial .004. Calculated effect size for each measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.01; social integration, d=.02; campus climate, 
d=.21; goal commitment, d =.06; and institutional commitment, d =.14. Further, the results 
indicated 97.2% of Black male students in the business and hard science disciplines responded 
that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of Black female 
students in the same disciplines. 
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Table 4.35 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major  
 Business & Hard Science Majors  
 Male  Female  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 36 3.753 .444 19 3.758 .495 0.01 
Social Integration 36 4.012 .526 19 4.000 .593 0.02 
Campus Climate 36 3.222 .859 19 3.040 .887 0.21 
Goal Commitment 36 4.796 .384 19 4.772 .369 0.06 
Institutional Commitment 36 4.028 .673 19 4.123 .739 0.14 
 
Table 4.36 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .011 1 53 .918 
Social Integration .622 1 53 .434 
Campus Climate .134 1 53 .716 
Goal Commitment .19 1 53 .662 
Institutional Commitment 1.277 1 53 .264 
 
Table 4.37 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .000 1 .000 .002 .969 
 Within 11.296 53 .213   
 Total 11.296 54    
       
Social Integration Between .002 1 .002 .006 .937 
 Within 16.019 53 .302   
 Total 16.021 54    
       
Campus Climate Between .415 1 .415 .550 .461 
 Within 40.005 53 .755   
 Total 40.420 54    
       
Goal Commitment Between .007 1 .007 .051 .822 
 Within 7.629 53 .144   
 Total 7.636 54    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .112 1 .112 .232 .632 
 Within 25.686 53 .485   
 Total 25.798 54    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
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After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure, the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and Black female students when 
examining academic major (Other Disciplines) as an additional independent variable. The 
ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.41, displays the results of the investigation. The 
results were not significant for academic integration F(1,67)=.650, p=.423, partial .010; 
social integration F(1,67)=2.796, p=.099, partial .040; campus climate  F(1,67)=.534, p=.467, 
partial .008, goal commitment F(1,67)=.297, p=.588, partial .004; and institutional 
commitment F(1,67)=.817, p=.369, partial .012. Calculated effect size for each measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.20; social integration, d=.41; campus climate, 
d=.18; goal commitment, d =.13; and institutional commitment, d =.22.  
Further, the results indicated 100% of Black male students in other disciplines responded that 
they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 94.3% of Black female 
students in the other disciplines. 
Table 4.38 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male Students by Academic Major  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .001 1 33.425 .970 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .006 1 33.157 .940 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe .539 1 35.745 .467 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe .053 1 38.064 .820 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe .219 1 33.885 .643 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
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Table 4.39 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major  
 Other Disciplines  
 Male  Female  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 34 3.806 .504 35 3.720 .373 0.20 
Social Integration 34 4.052 .569 35 3.825 .558 0.41 
Campus Climate 34 3.088 1.039 35 2.921 .851 0.18 
Goal Commitment 34 4.804 .349 35 4.848 .317 0.13 
Institutional Commitment 34 3.902 .930 35 4.086 .751 0.22 
 
Table 4.40 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 2.311 1 67 .133 
Social Integration .091 1 67 .764 
Campus Climate 2.505 1 67 .118 
Goal Commitment .180 1 67 .673 
Institutional Commitment .352 1 67 .555 
Table 4.41 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .127 1 .127 .650 .423 
 Within 13.115 67 .196   
 Total 13.242 68    
       
Social Integration Between .888 1 .888 2.796 .099 
 Within 21.272 67 .317   
 Total 22.160 68    
       
Campus Climate Between .480 1 .480 .534 .467 
 Within 60.207 67 .899   
 Total 60.687 68    
       
Goal Commitment Between .033 1 .033 .297 .588 
 Within 7.436 67 .111   
 Total 7.469 68    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .582 1 .582 .817 .369 
 Within 47.749 67 .713   
 Total 48.332 68    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
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Family Income 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and Black female students when examining family 
income (Under $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source table, 
represented in table 4.45, displays the results of the investigation. The results were not 
significant for academic integration F(1,49)=2.119, p=.152, partial .041; social integration 
F(1,49)=.784, p=.380, partial .016; campus climate  F(1,49)=.063, p=.804, partial .001; 
goal commitment F(1,49)=.025, p=.874, partial .001; and institutional commitment 
F(1,49)=.162, p=.689, partial .003. Calculated effect size for each measure revealed the 
following: academic integration, d=.41; social integration, d=.25; campus climate, d=.07; goal 
commitment, d =.04; and institutional commitment, d =.11. Further, the results indicated 96.4% 
of Black male students coming from a family with a median income level under $50,000 
responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 91.3% of 
Black female students coming from a family with the same median income level.  
Table 4.42 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and Black Female Students by Academic 
Major 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .644 1 60.789 .425 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe 2.795 1 66.848 .099 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe .531 1 63.740 .469 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe .296 1 65.936 .588 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe .812 1 63.368 .371 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
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Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = 
Significance level 
 
Table 4.43 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income  
 Family Income Under $50,000 
 Black Male Students Black Female Students   
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 28 3.811 .487 23 3.622 .427 0.41 
Social Integration 28 4.048 .549 23 3.903 .613 0.25 
Campus Climate 28 2.955 .945 23 3.022 .941 0.07 
Goal Commitment 28 4.810 .389 23 4.826 .346 0.04 
Institutional Commitment 28 4.071 .711 23 3.986 .813 0.11 
 
Table 4.44 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .036 1 49 .850 
Social Integration .347 1 49 .559 
Campus Climate .022 1 49 .883 
Goal Commitment .000 1 49 .999 
Institutional Commitment 1.451 1 49 .234 
Table 4.45 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .451 1 .451 2.119 .152 
 Within 10.426 49 .213   
 Total 10.877 50    
       
Social Integration Between .263 1 .263 .784 .380 
 Within 16.413 49 .335   
 Total 16.676 50    
       
Campus Climate Between .056 1 .056 .063 .804 
 Within 43.621 49 .890   
 Total 43.676 50    
       
Goal Commitment Between .003 1 .003 .025 .874 
 Within 6.733 49 .137   
 Total 6.736 50    
       
 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.093 
 
1 
 
.093 
 
.162 
 
.689 
 Within 28.186 49 .575   
 Total 28.279 50    
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After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and Black female students when examining family 
income (Over $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source table, 
represented in table 4.48, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a value 
approaching significance for campus climate F(1,71)=3.189, p=.078, partial .043, with a 
small effect size (approaching medium) (d=.43). The results were not significant for academic 
integration F(1,71)=.326, p=.570, partial .005; social integration F(1,71)=1.280, p=.262, 
partial .018; goal commitment F(1,71)=.084, p=.773, partial .001; and institutional 
commitment F(1,71)=2.326, p=.132, partial .006. Calculated effect size for each remaining 
measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.14; social integration, d=.27; goal 
commitment, d =.07; institutional commitment, d =.36. Further, the results indicated 100% of 
Black male students coming from a family with a median income level over $50,000 responded 
that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of Black female 
students coming from a family with the same median income level. 
Table 4.46 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income  
 Family Income Over $50,000 
 Black Male Students Black Female Students   
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 42 3.757 .465 31 3.816 .393 0.14 
Social Integration 42 4.021 .547 31 3.875 .548 0.27 
Campus Climate 42 3.292 .934 31 2.919 .802 0.43 
Goal Commitment 42 4.794 .353 31 4.817 .331 0.07 
Institutional Commitment 42 3.897 .863 31 4.183 .682 0.36 
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Table 4.47 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.628 1 71 .206 
Social Integration .021 1 71 .886 
Campus Climate 1.275 1 71 .263 
Goal Commitment .007 1 71 .936 
Institutional Commitment .355 1 71 .553 
Table 4.48 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by Family Income  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .062 1 .062 .326 .570 
 Within 13.505 71 .190   
 Total 13.567 72    
       
Social Integration Between .383 1 .383 1.280 .262 
 Within 21.259 71 .299   
 Total 21.642 72    
       
Campus Climate Between 2.472 1 2.472 3.189 .078 
 Within 55.038 71 .775   
 Total 57.510 72    
       
Goal Commitment Between .010 1 .010 .084 .773 
 Within 8.398 71 .118   
 Total 8.408 72    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 1.459 1 1.459 2.326 .132 
 Within 44.517 71 .627   
 Total 45.976 72    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
High School Type 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and Black female students when examining their high 
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school type (Predominantly Black High School) as an additional independent variable. The 
ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.51, displays the results of the investigation. The 
results were not significant for academic integration F(1,32)=.008, p=.931, partial .000; 
social integration F(1,32)=.485, p=.491, partial .015; campus climate  F(1,32)=.479, p=.494, 
partial .015, goal commitment F(1,32)=.007, p=.936, partial .000; and  institutional 
commitment  F(1,32)=1.381, p=.249, partial .041. Calculated effect size for each measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.03; social integration, d=.23; campus climate, 
d=.25; goal commitment, d =.03; and institutional commitment, d =.42. Further, the results 
indicated 100% of Black male students who attended a predominantly Black high school 
responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of 
Black female students who attended the same high school type. 
Table 4.49 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School Type  
 Predominantly Black High School   
 Male  Female  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 21 3.762 .540 13 3.777 .379 0.03 
Social Integration 21 3.974 .704 13 3.821 .455 0.25 
Campus Climate 21 3.333 .943 13 3.115 .801 0.25 
Goal Commitment 21 4.810 .402 13 4.821 .350 0.03 
Institutional Commitment 21 4.270 .655 13 3.974 .789 0.42 
 
Table 4.50 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School 
Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.607 1 32 .214 
Social Integration 1.861 1 32 .182 
Campus Climate 1.390 1 32 247 
Goal Commitment .026 1 32 .872 
Institutional Commitment 1.147 1 32 .292 
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Table 4.51 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School Type 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .002 1 .002 .008 .931 
 Within 7.553 32 .236   
 Total 7.554 33    
       
Social Integration Between .188 1 .188 .485 .491 
 Within 12.406 32 .388   
 Total 12.594 33    
       
Campus Climate Between .381 1 .381 .479 .494 
 Within 25.494 32 .797   
 Total 25.875 33    
       
Goal Commitment Between .001 1 .001 .007 .936 
 Within 4.708 32 .147   
 Total 4.709 33    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .701 1 .701 1.381 .249 
 Within 16.240 32 .508   
 Total 16.941 33    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and Black female students when examining their high 
school type (Other High School) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source 
table, represented in table 4.54, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a value 
approaching significance for institutional commitment F(1,88)=3.278, p=.074, partial .036, 
with a small effect size (d=.38). The results were not significant for academic integration 
F(1,88)=.510, p=.477, partial .006; social integration F(1,88)=1.733, p=.191, partial .019; 
campus climate  F(1,88)=.742, p=.392, partial .008, and goal commitment F(1,88)=.120, 
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p=.730, partial .001. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the 
following: academic integration, d=.15; social integration, d=.28; campus climate, d=.18; and 
goal commitment, d =.07. Further, the results indicated 98% of Black male students who 
attended other high school types would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 
95.1% of Black female students who attended other high school types. 
Table 4.52 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School Type  
 Other High School Type   
 Male  Female  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 49 3.786 .444 41 3.720 .430 0.15 
Social Integration 49 4.057 .465 41 3.908 .607 0.28 
Campus Climate 49 3.082 .947 41 2.915 .878 0.18 
Goal Commitment 49 4.796 .352 41 4.821 .334 0.07 
Institutional Commitment 49 3.837 .834 41 4.138 .726 0.38 
 
Table 4.53 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School 
Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .167 1 88 .684 
Social Integration 2.677 1 88 .105 
Campus Climate .014 1 88 .907 
Goal Commitment .008 1 88 .931 
Institutional Commitment .049 1 88 .826 
Table 4.54 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and Black Female Students by High School Type 
 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .098 1 .098 .510 .477 
 Within 16.884 88 .192   
 Total 16.982 89    
       
Social Integration Between .494 1 .494 1.733 .191 
 Within 25.112 88 .285   
 Total 25.606 89    
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Table 4.54 (continued) 
Campus Climate Between .623 1 .623 .742 .392 
 Within 73.875 88 .839   
 Total 74.497 89    
       
Goal Commitment Between .014 1 .014 .120 .730 
 Within 10.425 88 .118   
 Total 10.440 89    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 2.029 1 2.029 3.278 .074 
 Within 54.466 88 .619   
 Total 56.495 89    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Black Males and White Male Students 
Academic Major 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White male students when examining 
academic major (Business and Hard Sciences) as an additional independent variable. The 
ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.57, displays the results of the investigation. It 
indicates a significant value for campus climate F(1,119)=41.924, p=.000, partial .26, with a 
large effect size (d=1.29). The results were not significant for academic integration 
F(1,119)=2.702, p=.103, partial .022; social integration F(1,119)=1.106, p=.295, partial 
.009; goal commitment F(1,119)=1.068, p=.303, partial .009; institutional commitment 
F(1,119)=2.390, p=.125, partial .020. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.33; social integration, d=.21; goal commitment, 
d =.20; and institutional commitment, d=.31. Further, the results indicated 97.2% of Black male 
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students in the business and hard science disciplines responded that they would “return or plan to 
graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White male students in the same disciplines. 
Table 4.55 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major  
 Business & Hard Science Majors  
 Black Males White Males  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 36 3.753 .444 85 3.886 .391 0.33 
Social Integration 36 4.012 .526 85 3.911 .465 0.21 
Campus Climate 36 3.222 .859 85 2.079 .899 1.29 
Goal Commitment 36 4.796 .384 85 4.714 .409 0.20 
Institutional Commitment 36 4.028 .673 85 4.243 .712 0.31 
 
Table 4.56 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.019 1 119 .315 
Social Integration .563 1 119 .455 
Campus Climate .468 1 119 .495 
Goal Commitment 2.314 1 119 .131 
Institutional Commitment 1.126 1 119 .291 
Table 4.57 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .448 1 .448 2.702 .103 
 Within 19.733 119 .166   
 Total 20.181 120    
       
Social Integration Between .259 1 .259 1.106 .295 
 Within 27.891 119 .234   
 Total 28.150 120    
       
Campus Climate Between 33.028 1 33.028 41.924 .000 
 Within 93.749 119 .788   
 Total 126.777 120    
       
Goal Commitment Between .172 1 .172 1.068 .303 
 Within 19.207 119 .161   
 Total 19.379 120    
       
       
  
 
 132 
Table 4.57 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Between 
 
1.173 
 
1 
 
1.173 
 
2.390 
 
.125 
 Within 58.392 119 .161   
 Total 59.565 120    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled , the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, institutional commitment, 
and intentions to persist among Black male students and White male students when examining 
academic major (Other Disciplines) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source 
table, represented in table 4.61, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a value at 
significance for campus climate F(1,59)=10.889, p=.002, partial .156, with a medium effect 
size (d=.86). The results were not significant for academic integration F(1,59)=.202, p=.655, 
partial .003; social integration F(1,59)=.403, p=.528, partial .007; goal commitment 
F(1,59)=1.658, p=.203, partial .027; institutional commitment F(1,59)=.861, p=.357, partial 
.014; and intentions to persist F(1,59)=.072, p=.789, partial .001. Calculated effect size 
for each remaining measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.12; social 
integration, d=.16; goal commitment, d =.34; institutional commitment, d=.24; and intentions to 
persist, d =.07. Further, the results indicated 100% of Black male students in other disciplines 
responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of 
White male students in the other disciplines. 
Table 4.58 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 2.438 1 59.148 .124 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe 1.000 1 59.300 .321 
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Table 4.58 (continued) 
Campus Climate 
 
Brown-Forsythe 
 
43.500 
 
1 
 
68.812 
 
.000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 1.123 1 69.864 .293 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 2.501 1 69.479 .118 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
Table 4.59 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major  
 Other Disciplines  
 Black Males White Males  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 34 3.806 .504 27 3.867 .551 0.12 
Social Integration 34 4.052 .569 27 3.951 .682 0.16 
Campus Climate 34 3.088 1.04 27 2.232 .966 0.86 
Goal Commitment 34 4.804 .349 27 4.679 .408 0.34 
Institutional Commitment 34 3.902 .930 27 4.124 .921 0.24 
 
Table 4.60 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .402 1 59 .529 
Social Integration .025 1 59 .875 
Campus Climate 1.040 1 59 .312 
Goal Commitment 1.366 1 59 .247 
Institutional Commitment .106 1 59 .746 
Table 4.61 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .056 1 .056 .202 .655 
 Within 16.279 59 .276   
 Total 16.334 60    
       
Social Integration Between .156 1 .156 .403 .528 
 Within 22.755 59 .386   
 Total 22.910 60    
       
Campus Climate Between 11.047 1 11.047 10.889 .002 
 Within 59.851 59 1.014   
 Total 70.898 60    
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Table 4.61 (continued) 
Goal Commitment Between .235 1 .235 1.658 .203 
 Within 8.355 59 .142   
 Total 8.590 60    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .738 1 .738 .861 .357 
 Within 50.595 59 .858   
 Total 51.333 60    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Family Income 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and White male students when examining family 
income (Under $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source table, 
represented in table 4.64, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a value at 
significance for social integration F(1,34)=6.488, p=.016, partial .160, with a large effect size 
(d=1.04); and campus climate  F(1,34)=6.010, p=.020, partial .150, with large effect size 
(d=1.00). The results were not significant for academic integration F(1,34)=.021, p=.885, partial 
.001; goal commitment F(1,34)=.764, p=.388, partial .022; and institutional commitment  
F(1,34)=.083, p=.775, partial .002. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure 
revealed the following: academic integration, d=.06; goal commitment, d =.35; and institutional 
commitment, d=.12. Further, the results indicated 96.4% of Black male students coming from a 
family with a median income level under $50,000 responded that they would “return or plan to 
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graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White male students coming from a family with 
the same median income level. 
Table 4.62 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income 
 Family Income Under $50,000  
 Black Males  White Males  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 28 3.811 .467 8 3.838 .325 0.06 
Social Integration 28 4.048 .549 8 3.486 .554 1.04 
Campus Climate 28 2.956 .945 8 2.031 .920 1.00 
Goal Commitment 28 4.810 .389 8 4.668 .471 0.35 
Institutional Commitment 28 4.071 .711 8 4.167 1.168 0.12 
Table 4.63 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.735 1 34 .197 
Social Integration .733 1 34 .398 
Campus Climate .282 1 34 .599 
Goal Commitment 2.020 1 34 .164 
Institutional Commitment 2.709 1 34 .109 
Table 4.64 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .004 1 .004 .021 .885 
 Within 7.146 34 .210   
 Total 7.150 35    
       
Social Integration Between 1.962 1 1.962 6.488 .016 
 Within 10.281 34 .302   
 Total 12.242 35    
       
Campus Climate Between 5.314 1 5.314 6.010 .020 
 Within 30.061 34 .884   
 Total 35.375 35    
       
Goal Commitment Between .127 1 .127 .761 .388 
 Within 5.651 34 .166   
 Total 5.778 35    
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Table 4.64 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.056 
 
1 
 
.056 
 
.083 
 
.775 
 Within 23.190 34 .682   
 Total 23.247 35    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled, the data analysis began. 
The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in academic integration, 
social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment among Black male students and White male students when examining family 
income (Over $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA source table, 
represented in table 4.67, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a value at 
significance for campus climate F(1,144)=48.119, p=.000, partial .250, with a large effect 
size (d=1.27); and institutional commitment F(1,144)=5.176, p=.024, partial .035, with a 
small effect size (approaching medium) (d=.40). The results were not significant for academic 
integration F(1,144)=2.426, p=.122, partial .017; social integration F(1,144)=.500, p=.481, 
partial .003; and goal commitment F(1,144)=1.431, p=.234, partial .010.  Calculated 
effect size for each remaining measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.24; 
social integration, d=.13; and goal commitment, d=.22. Further, the results indicated 100% of 
Black male students coming from a family with a median income level over $50,000 responded 
that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White male 
students coming from a family with the same median income level. 
Table 4.65 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income 
 Family Income Over $50,000 
 Black Male Students White Male Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 42 3.757 .465 104 3.865 .441 0.24 
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Table 4.65 (continued) 
Social Integration 
 
42 
 
4.021 
 
.547 
 
104 
 
3.954 
 
.508 0.13 
Campus Climate 42 3.292 .934 104 2.123 .917 1.27 
Goal Commitment 42 4.794 .353 104 4.708 .404 0.22 
Institutional Commitment 42 3.897 .963 104 4.218 .733 0.40 
 
Table 4.66 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .308 1 144 .580 
Social Integration .752 1 144 .387 
Campus Climate .036 1 144 .850 
Goal Commitment 2.947 1 144 .088 
Institutional Commitment .160 1 144 .690 
 
Table 4.67 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .496 1 .496 2.426 .122 
 Within 28.858 144 .200   
 Total 29.344 145    
       
Social Integration Between .135 1 .135 .500 .481 
 Within 38.786 144 .269   
 Total 38.921 145    
       
Campus Climate Between 40.889 1 40.889 48.119 .000 
 Within 122.364 144 .850   
 Total 163.253 145    
       
Goal Commitment Between .218 1 .218 1.431 .234 
 Within 21.920 144 .152   
 Total 22.138 145    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 3.085 1 3.085 5.176 .024 
 Within 85.835 144 .596   
 Total 88.920 145    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.68 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Male Students by Family Income  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 2.317 1 72.344 .132 
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Table 4.68 (continued) 
Social Integration 
 
Brown-Forsythe 
 
.469 
 
1 
 
71.085 
 
.495 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 47.388 1 74.662 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 1.606 1 86.333 .208 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 4.502 1 66.094 .038 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
High School Type 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White male students when examining 
their high school type (Predominantly Black High School) as an additional independent variable. 
The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.71, displays the results of the investigation. It 
indicates a value approaching significance for campus climate F(1,25)=3.423, p=.076, partial 
.120, with a medium effect size (approaching large) (d=.87). The results were not significant 
for academic integration F(1,25)=.009, p=.925, partial .000; social integration F(1,25)=.025, 
p=.876, partial 001; goal commitment F(1,25)=.204, p=.656, partial .008; and  
institutional commitment F(1,25)=.001, p=.978, partial .000. Calculated effect size for each 
remaining measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.04; social integration, 
d=.08; goal commitment, d=.21; and intentions to persist, d =.54. Further, the results indicated 
100% of Black male students who attended a predominantly Black high school responded that 
they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White male 
students who attended the same high school type. 
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Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = 
Significance level 
 
Table 4.69 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type  
 Predominantly Black High School  
 Black Male Students White Male Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 21 3.762 .540 6 3.783 .147 0.04 
Social Integration 21 3.974 .704 6 3.926 .370 0.08 
Campus Climate 21 3.333 .943 6 2.458 1.289 0.87 
Goal Commitment 21 4.810 .402 6 4.889 .272 0.21 
Institutional Commitment 21 4.270 .655 6 4.278 .443 0.01 
 
Table 4.70 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 6.182 1 25 .020 
Social Integration 1.707 1 25 .203 
Campus Climate 2.431 1 25 .132 
Goal Commitment .788 1 25 .383 
Institutional Commitment .406 1 25 .530 
Table 4.71 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .002 1 .002 .009 .925 
 Within 5.938 25 .238   
 Total 5.940 26    
       
Social Integration Between .011 1 .011 .025 .876 
 Within 10.607 25 .424   
 Total 10.617 26    
       
Campus Climate Between 3.573 1 3.573 3.423 .076 
 Within 26.094 25 1.044   
 Total 29.667 26    
       
Goal Commitment Between .029 1 .029 .204 .656 
 Within 3.608 25 .144   
 Total 3.638 26    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .000 1 .000 .001 .978 
 Within 9.563 25 .383   
 Total 9.564 26    
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Table 4.72 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Male Students by High School 
Type  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .026 1 24.993 .873 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .049 1 16.357 .828 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 2.399 1 6.609 .168 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe .314 1 12.023 .585 
Table 4.72 (continued) 
Institutional Commitment 
 
Brown-Forsythe 
 
.001 
 
1 
 
12.024 
 
.973 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
b
Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for intentions to persist because at least 
one group has 0 variance.  
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White male students when examining 
their high school type (Other High School) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA 
source table, represented in table 4.75, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a 
value approaching significance for campus climate F(1,153)=39.280, p=.000, partial .204, 
with a large effect size (d=1.09); and institutional commitment F(1,153)=7.376, p=.007, partial 
.046, with a small effect size (approaching medium) (d=.47). The results were not significant 
for academic integration F(1,153)=1.742, p=.189, partial .011; social integration 
F(1,153)=2.383, p=.125, partial 015; and goal commitment F(1,153)=2.199, p=.140, partial 
.014. Due to the violation of the equal variance assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of 
Equality of Means was conducted for the goal commitment measure and confirmed the non-
significant finding (p=.119). Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the 
following: academic integration, d=.23; social integration, d=.27; and goal commitment, d=.23. 
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Further, the results indicated 98% of Black male students who attended other high school types 
would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White male students 
who attended other high school types. 
Table 4.73 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type  
  Other High School Type  
 Black Male Students  White Male Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 49 3.786 .444 106 3.887 .443 0.23 
Social Integration 49 4.057 .465 106 3.920 .531 0.27 
Campus Climate 49 3.082 .947 106 2.097 .892 1.09 
Goal Commitment 49 4.796 .352 106 4.695 .472 0.23 
Institutional Commitment 49 3.837 .834 106 4.211 .780 0.47 
 
Table 4.74 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .001 1 153 .982 
Social Integration .041 1 153 .840 
Campus Climate .279 1 153 .598 
Goal Commitment 5.075 1 153 .026 
Institutional Commitment .000 1 153 .994 
Table 4.75 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .342 1 .342 1.742 .189 
 Within 30.062 153 .196   
 Total 30.404 154    
       
Social Integration Between .623 1 .623 2.383 .125 
 Within 39.997 153 .261   
 Total 40.620 154    
       
Campus Climate Between 32.508 1 32.508 39.280 .000 
 Within 126.620 153 .828   
 Total 159.127 154    
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 142 
Table 4.75 (continued) 
Goal Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.341 
 
1 
 
.341 
 
2.199 
 
.140 
 Within 23.763 153 .155   
 Total 24.105 154    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 4.686 1 4.686 7.376 .007 
 Within 97.211 153 .635   
 Total 101.897 154    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.76 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Male Students by High School Type 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 1.738 1 93.181 .191 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe 2.629 1 105.800 .108 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 37.584 1 88.642 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 2.466 1 108.054 .119 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 7.020 1 88.092 .010 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
 
Black Males and White Female Students 
Academic Major 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but two measures , 
the data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
and White female students when examining academic major (Business and Hard Sciences) as an 
additional independent variable. The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.79, displays 
the results of the investigation. It indicates a value approaching significance for goal 
commitment F(1,98)=3.170, p=.078, partial .031, with a small effect size (d=.37); and a 
significant value for academic integration F(1,98)=10.454, p=.002, partial .096, with a 
medium effect size (d=.68); campus climate F(1,98)=45.133, p=.000, partial .315, with a 
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large effect size (d=1.41); and institutional commitment F(1,98)=9.119, p=.003, partial .085, 
with a medium effect size (d=.63). The results were not significant for social integration F(1, 
98)=.145, p=.704, partial .001. Due to the violation of the equal variance assumption, the 
Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the goal commitment measure 
and confirmed the non-significant finding (p=.125). Calculated effect size for each remaining 
measure revealed the following: social integration, d=.08; and intentions to persist, d =.30. 
Further, the results indicated 97.2% of Black male students in the business and hard science 
disciplines responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 
100% of White female students in the same disciplines. 
Table 4.77 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
  Business & Hard Science Majors 
 Black Male Students White Female Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 36 3.753 .444 64 4.036 .407 0.68 
Social Integration 36 4.012 .526 64 4.057 .588 0.08 
Campus Climate 36 3.222 .859 64 2.168 .687 1.41 
Goal Commitment 36 4.796 .384 64 4.906 .234 0.37 
Institutional Commitment 36 4.028 .673 64 4.484 .753 0.63 
 
Table 4.78 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .843 1 98 .361 
Social Integration .067 1 98 .797 
Campus Climate 1.550 1 98 .216 
Goal Commitment 8.790 1 98 .004 
Institutional Commitment 1.677 1 98 .198 
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Table 4.79 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between 1.847 1 1.847 10.454 .002 
 Within 17.317 98 .177 
 
  
 Total 19.164 99    
       
Social Integration Between .047 1 .047 .145 .704 
 Within 31.500 98 .321   
 Total 31.547 99    
       
Campus Climate Between 25.608 1 25.608 45.133 .000 
 Within 55.604 98 .567   
 Total 81.212 99    
       
Goal Commitment Between .279 1 .279 3.170 .078 
 Within 8.610 98 .088   
 Total 8.889 99    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 4.803 1 4.803 9.119 .003 
 Within 51.623 98 .527   
 Total 56.427 99    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.80 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic 
Major 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 9.955 1 67.543 .002 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .154 1 79.620 .696 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 39.846 1 60.373 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 2.438 1 49.852 .125 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 9.716 1 79.712 .003 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure, the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs 
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and White female students when examining academic major (Other Disciplines) as an additional 
independent variable. The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.83, displays the results of 
the investigation. It indicates a value approaching significance for academic integration 
F(1,124)=3.061, p=.083, partial .024, with a small effect size (d=-.35); and a significant value 
for campus climate F(1,124)=18.844, p=.000, partial .132, with a medium effect size 
(d=.87); and institutional commitment F(1,124)=8.635, p=.004, partial .065, with a medium 
effect size (d=.59). The results were not significant for social integration F(1, 124)=.000, p=.994, 
partial 000; and goal commitment F(1,124)=1.601, p=.208, partial .013. Due to the 
violation of the equal variance assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was 
conducted for the campus climate measure and confirmed the significant finding (p=.000). 
Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the following: social integration, 
d=.00; goal commitment, d=.25. Further, the results indicated 100% of Black male students in 
other disciplines responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university 
compared to 100% of White female students in the other disciplines. 
Table 4.81 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
  Other Disciplines 
 Black Male Students White Female Students   
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 34 3.806 .504 92 3.980 .495 0.35 
Social Integration 34 4.052 .569 92 4.053 .518 0.00 
Campus Climate 34 3.088 1.039 92 2.345 .775 0.87 
Goal Commitment 34 4.804 .349 92 4.884 .302 0.25 
Institutional Commitment 34 3.902 .930 92 4.377 .755 0.59 
 
Table 4.82 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .302 1 124 .583 
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Table 4.82 (continued) 
Social Integration 
 
1.538 
 
1 
 
124 
 
.217 
Campus Climate 7.184 1 124 .008 
Goal Commitment 2.406 1 124 .123 
Institutional Commitment .249 1 124 .619 
 
Table 4.83 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic Major 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .756 1 .756 3.061 .083 
 Within 30.644 124 .247   
 Total 31.400 125    
       
Social Integration Between .000 1 .000 .000 .994 
 Within 35.079 124 .283   
 Total 35.079 125    
       
Campus Climate Between 13.710 1 13.710 18.844 .000 
 Within 90.216 124 .728   
 Total 103.925 125    
       
Goal Commitment Between .159 1 .159 1.601 .208 
 Within 12.345 124 .100   
 Total 12.504 125    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 5.598 1 5.598 8.635 .004 
 Within 80.388 124 .648   
 Total 85.986 125    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.84 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by Academic 
Major 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 3.009 1 58.021 .088 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .000 1 54.472 .994 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 14.434 1 47.234 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 1.402 1 52.351 .242 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 7.125 1 49.930 .010 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
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Family Income 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure, the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White female students when 
examining family income (Under $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA 
source table, represented in table 4.87, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a 
value approaching significance for campus climate F(1,43)= 3.636, p=.063, partial .078, 
with a medium effect size (d=.59). The results were not significant for academic integration 
F(1,43)=.046, p=.831, partial .001; social integration F(1,43)=1.518, p=.225, partial .034; 
goal commitment F(1,43)=.046, p=.831, partial .001; and institutional commitment  
F(1,43)=.010, p=.919, partial .000. Due to the violation of the equal variance assumption, the 
Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the institutional commitment 
measure and confirmed the non-significant finding (p=.927). Calculated effect size for each 
remaining measure revealed the following: academic integration, d=.07; social integration, 
d=.38; goal commitment, d=.07; and institutional commitment, d=.03. Further, the results 
indicated 96.4% of Black male students coming from a family with a median income level under 
$50,000 responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 
100% of White female students coming from a family with the same median income level. 
Table 4.85 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income  
 Family Income Under $50,000  
 Black Male Students White Female Students   
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 28 3.811 .487 17 3.777 .572 0.07 
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Table 4.85 (continued) 
Social Integration 
 
28 
 
4.048 
 
.549 
 
17 
 
3.824 
 
.657 0.38 
Campus Climate 28 2.956 .945 17 2.441 .748 0.59 
Goal Commitment 28 4.810 .389 17 4.784 .372 0.07 
Institutional Commitment 28 4.071 .711 17 4.098 1.046 0.03 
 
Table 4.86 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .396 1 43 .532 
Social Integration 1.045 1 43 .312 
Campus Climate 1.000 1 43 .323 
Goal Commitment .008 1 43 .930 
Institutional Commitment 6.739 1 43 .013 
 
Table 4.87 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .012 1 .012 .046 .831 
 Within 11.637 43 .271   
 Total 11.650 44    
       
Social Integration Between .531 1 .531 1.518 .225 
 Within 15.049 43 .350   
 Total 15.580 44    
       
Campus Climate Between 2.797 1 2.797 3.636 .063 
 Within 33.073 43 .769   
 Total 35.869 44    
       
Goal Commitment Between .007 1 .007 .046 .831 
 Within 6.304 43 .147   
 Total 6.311 44    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .007 1 .007 .010 .919 
 Within 31.138 43 .724   
 Total 31.146 44    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
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Table 4.88 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by Family 
Income 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .042 1 29.782 .838 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe 1.388 1 29.299 .248 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 4.080 1 39.878 .050 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe .047 1 35.185 .830 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe .009 1 25.059 .927 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but two measures , 
the data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White female students when 
examining family income (Over $50,000) as an additional independent variable. The ANOVA 
source table, represented in table 4.91, displays the results of the investigation. It indicates a 
value at significance for academic integration F(1,179)=12.205, p=.001, partial .064, with a 
medium effect size (d=.62); campus climate F(1,179)=55.840, p=.000, partial .238, with a 
large effect size (d=1.32); goal commitment F(1,179)=5.089, p=.025, partial .028, with a 
small effect size (d=.40); and institutional commitment F(1,179)=18.509, p=.000, partial 
.094, with a medium effect size (d=.76). The results were not significant for social 
integration F(1,179)=.439, p=.509, partial .002 Due to the violation of the equal variance 
assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the campus 
climate measure and confirmed the significant finding (p=.000). Further, the Brown-Forsythe 
Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the goal commitment measure and confirmed the 
significant finding (p=.060). Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the 
following: social integration, d=.12. Further, the results indicated 100% of Black male students 
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coming from a family with a median income level over $50,000 responded that they would 
“return or plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White female students 
coming from a family with the same median income level. 
Table 4.89 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income  
 Family Income Over $50,000 
 Black Male Students White Female Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 42 3.757 .465 139 4.031 .439 0.62 
Social Integration 42 4.021 .547 139 4.083 .527 0.12 
Campus Climate 42 3.292 .934 139 2.251 .742 1.32 
Goal Commitment 42 4.794 .353 139 4.907 .260 0.40 
Institutional Commitment 42 3.897 .863 139 4.460 .705 0.76 
 
Table 4.90 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration 1.212 1 179 .272 
Social Integration .320 1 179 .572 
Campus Climate 4.780 1 179 .030 
Goal Commitment 9.920 1 179 .002 
Institutional Commitment .214 1 179 .645 
 
Table 4.91 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by Family Income 
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between 2.418 1 2.418 12.205 .001 
 Within 35.460 179 .198   
 Total 37.878 180    
       
Social Integration Between .124 1 .124 .439 .509 
 Within 50.527 179 .282   
 Total 50.651 180    
       
Campus Climate Between 34.877 1 34.877 55.840 .000 
 Within 111.802 179 .625   
 Total 146.679 180    
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Table 4.91 (continued) 
Goal Commitment 
 
Between 
 
.411 
 
1 
 
.411 
 
5.089 
 
.025 
 Within 14.440 179 .081   
 Total 14.851 180    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 10.246 1 10.246 18.509 .000 
 Within 99.085 179 .554   
 Total 109.331 180    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.92 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by Family 
Income 
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 11.474 1 64.672 .001 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .422 1 65.684 .518 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 43.743 1 57.539 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 3.691 1 55.145 .060 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 14.902 1 58.470 .000 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
High School Type 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but one measure , the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White female students when 
examining their high school type (Predominantly Black High School) as an additional 
independent variable. The ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.95, displays the results of 
the investigation. It indicates a value at significance for campus climate F(1,24)=14.654, p=.001, 
partial .379, with a large effect size (d=1.94). The results were not significant for academic 
integration F(1,24)=.070, p=.793, partial .003; social integration F(1,24)=.013, p=.909, 
partial .001; goal commitment F(1,24)=1.086, p=.308, partial .043; and institutional 
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commitment F(1,24)=.032, p=.860, partial .0001. Due to the violation of the equal variance 
assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the goal 
commitment measure; however, it could not be interpreted due to at least group having a 
variance of 0. Calculated effect size for each remaining measure revealed the following: 
academic integration, d=.13; social integration, d=.06; goal commitment, d=.53; and institutional 
commitment, d=.09. Further, the results indicated 100% of Black male students who attended a 
predominantly Black high school responded that they would “return or plan to graduate” to the 
university compared to 100% of White female students who attended the same high school type. 
Table 4.93 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by High School Type  
 Predominantly Black High School 
 Black Male Students White Female Students  
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 21 3.762 .540 5 3.840 .802 0.13 
Social Integration 21 3.974 .704 5 3.933 .651 0.06 
Campus Climate 21 3.333 .943 5 1.650 .487 1.94 
Goal Commitment 21 4.810 .403 5 5.000 .000 0.53 
Institutional Commitment 21 4.270 .655 5 4.333 .972 0.09 
 
Table 4.94 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by High School 
Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .462 1 24 .503 
Social Integration .023 1 24 .880 
Campus Climate 2.643 1 24 .117 
Goal Commitment 5.559 1 24 .027 
Institutional Commitment .614 1 24 .441 
 
Table 4.95 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by High School Type  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between .025 1 .025 .070 .793 
 Within 8.402 24 .350   
 Total 8.426 25    
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Table 4.95 (continued) 
Social Integration 
 
Between 
 
.007 
 
1 
 
.007 
 
.013 
 
.909 
 Within 11.617 24 .484   
 Total 11.624 25    
       
Campus Climate Between 11.443 1 11.443 14.654 .001 
 Within 18.742 24 .781   
 Total 30.185 25    
       
Goal Commitment Between .147 1 .147 1.086 .308 
 Within 3.238 24 .135   
 Total 3.385 25    
       
Institutional Commitment Between .016 1 .016 .032 .860 
 Within 12.360 24 .515   
 Total 12.376 25    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.96 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by High School 
Type  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe .043 1 4.899 .844 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .015 1 6.443 .906 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 31.533 1 12.351 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe . . . . 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe .019 1 4.901 .895 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
b
Robust tests of equality of means cannot be performed for Goal Commitment Scale because at 
least one group has 0 variance. 
 
After the homogeneity of variances assumption was fulfilled for all but two measures, the 
data analysis began. The researcher conducted an analysis of variance on the differences in 
academic integration, social integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, and 
institutional commitment among Black male students and White female students when 
examining their high school type (Other High School) as an additional independent variable. The 
ANOVA source table, represented in table 4.99, displays the results of the investigation. It 
indicates a value at significance for academic integration F(1,198)=9.195, p=.003, partial 
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.044, with a medium effect size (d=.50); campus climate F(1,198)=36.255, p=.000, partial 
.155, with a medium effect size (approaching large)(d=.99); goal commitment 
F(1,198)=3.639, p=.058, partial .018, with a small effect size (d=.32); and institutional 
commitment F(1,198)=21.476, p=.000, partial .098, with a medium effect size (d=.76). The 
results were not significant for social integration F(1,198)=.001, p=.980, partial .000. Due to 
the violation of the equal variance assumption, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means 
was conducted for the campus climate measure and confirmed the significant finding (p=.000). 
Further, the Brown-Forsythe Tests of Equality of Means was conducted for the goal commitment 
measure and confirmed the significant finding (p=.094). Calculated effect size for each 
remaining measure revealed the following: social integration, d=.00. Further, the results 
indicated 98% of Black male students who attended other high school types would “return or 
plan to graduate” to the university compared to 100% of White female students who attended 
other high school types. 
Table 4.97 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Black Male and White Female Students by High School Type 
 Other High School Type   
 Black Male Students White Female Students   
Scale N Mean SD N Mean SD D 
Academic Integration 49 3.786 .444 151 4.009 .448 0.50 
Social Integration 49 4.057 .465 151 4.059 .544 0.00 
Campus Climate 49 3.082 .947 151 2.293 .742 0.99 
Goal Commitment 49 4.796 .352 151 4.890 .279 0.32 
Institutional Commitment 49 3.837 .834 151 4.424 .749 0.76 
 
Table 4.98 
Homogeneity of Variance Tests for Black Male and White Female Students by High School 
Type 
Scale Levene 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration .268 1 198 .605 
Social Integration .007 1 198 .932 
  
 
 155 
Table 4.98 (continued) 
Campus Climate 
 
4.979 
 
1 
 
198 
 
.027 
Goal Commitment 5.623 1 198 .019 
Institutional Commitment .001 1 198 .978 
 
Table 4.99 
ANOVA Source Table for Black Male and White Female Students by High School Type  
  SS df MS F Sig. 
Academic Integration Between 1.838 1 1.838 9.195 .003 
 Within 39.579 198 .200   
 Total 41.417 199    
       
Social Integration Between .000 1 .000 .001 .980 
 Within 54.813 198 .277   
 Total 54.813 199    
       
Campus Climate Between 23.006 1 23.006 36.255 .000 
 Within 125.644 198 .635   
 Total 148.650 199    
       
Goal Commitment Between .325 1 .325 3.639 .058 
 Within 17.675 198 .089   
 Total 18.000 199    
       
Institutional Commitment Between 12.752 1 12.752 21.476 .000 
 Within 117.568 198 .594   
 Total 130.320 199    
Note. SS = Sums of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = Mean Square; Sig. = Significance 
level 
 
Table 4.100 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means for Black Male and White Female Students by High School 
Type  
Scale  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Academic Integration Brown-Forsythe 9.270 1 82.015 .003 
Social Integration Brown-Forsythe .001 1 94.237 .978 
Campus Climate Brown-Forsythe 28.332 1 68.166 .000 
Goal Commitment Brown-Forsythe 2.878 1 68.683 .094 
Institutional Commitment Brown-Forsythe 19.255 1 74.816 .000 
a
Asymptotically F distributed  
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Level of Engagement and Persistence Measures 
Black Male Students 
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was computed to assess the 
relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist for Black males in 
institution-driven programs. Results of the tests did not reveal a significant correlation between 
level of engagement and the intentions to persist; however, there were positive correlations for 
other persistence variables. For instance, there was a positive correlation between the level of 
engagement and social integration (r=.273, n=70, p=.05). This demonstrated a weak, positive 
correlation between level of engagement and social integration for Black males participating in 
the study.  
Black Female Students 
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was computed to assess the 
relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist for Black female students. 
Results of the tests did not reveal a significant correlation between level of engagement and the 
intentions to persist; however, there were positive correlations for other persistence variables. 
For instance, there was a positive correlation between the level of engagement and social 
integration (r=.343, n=54, p=.05). This demonstrated a weak, positive correlation between level 
of engagement and social integration for Black female students. 
White Male Students  
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was computed to assess the 
relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist for White male students. 
Results of the tests did not reveal a significant correlation between level of engagement and the 
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intentions to persist; however, there were positive correlations for other persistence variables. 
For instance, there was a positive correlation between the level of engagement and academic 
integration (r =.435, n=112, p=.05); level of engagement and social integration (r=.439, n=112, 
p=.05); level of engagement and campus climate (r=.192, n=112, p=.05); level of engagement 
and goal commitment (r=.257, n=112, p=.05); and level of engagement and institutional 
commitment (r=.295, n=112, p=.05). This demonstrated a moderate, positive correlation between 
level of engagement and academic integration; a moderate, positive correlation between level of 
engagement and social integration; and a weak, positive correlation for level of engagement and 
goal commitment and level of engagement and institutional commitment.  
White Female Students  
A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) was computed to assess the 
relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist for White female students. 
Results of the tests did not reveal a significant correlation between level of engagement and the 
intentions to persist; however, there were positive correlations for other persistence variables. 
For instance, there was a positive correlation between the level of engagement and academic 
integration (r=.231, n=156, p=.05) and level of engagement and social integration (r=.456, n=38, 
p=.05). Overall, there was a weak, positive correlation between level of engagement and 
academic integration; and a moderate, positive correlation between level of engagement and 
social integration for White female students.  
Table 4.101 
Pearson product-moment correlation by Level of Engagement and Persistence Measures   
 Black Male 
Students 
Black Female 
Students 
White Male 
Students 
White Female 
Students 
 
Intentions to 
Persist 
        
         
Academic 
Integration 
      
.435** 
 
.231** 
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Social 
Integration 
 
.273* 
  
.343* 
  
.439* 
 
.456** 
         
Campus 
Climate 
      
.192* 
  
         
Goal 
Commitment 
      
.257** 
  
         
Institutional 
Commitment 
      
.295** 
  
         
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
Summary 
 
Using the Student Connection Survey, a total of 1,763 undergraduate students between 
the ages of 18-24 were administered the instrument at a predominantly White institution in the 
southeast region of the U.S. It was administered following the conclusion of the fall 2013 
semester. The response count for the study was n=475 representing a 27% response rate, with 
n=392 of the responses used in the final data analysis process. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
was used as the primary statistical procedure to determine group differences in academic 
integration, social integration, perception of campus climate, institutional commitment, and goal 
commitment between institution-driven program participants (treatment group) and non-
participants (non-treatment group).  
Through the data analysis process, statistically significant differences between Black 
male students involved in institution-driven programs and other Black male students were not 
found. However, statically significant differences between Black male institution-driven program 
participants—in comparison to Black female students, White male students, and White female 
students—were found among the various persistence measures. Additionally, statistically 
Table 4.101 (continued) 
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significant differences in the persistence measures were also found when examining the 
influence of certain background variables within the Black male student group as an aggregate, 
and among Black female students, White male students, and White female students. This was 
revealed when taking academic major (Business and Hard Sciences versus Other Disciplines), 
family socioeconomic status (Under $50,000 versus Over $50,000), and high school type 
(Predominantly Black High School versus Other High School) into account. Overall, a high 
percentage of Black male students indicated their intentions to return or graduate from the 
university. Significant differences in the relationship between level of engagement and the 
persistence measures for Black males—in comparison to the other previously mentioned student 
groups—revealed positive correlations for academic integration, social integration, perception of 
campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment, except that of intentions to 
persist. White male students represented the only study group where level of engagement had a 
significant influence on more than two persistence measures (academic integration, social 
integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional commitment).  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
In this chapter, this author highlights the final discussion points and implications of the 
dissertation study. He provides a discussion of the research findings for all four research 
questions. Further, these findings help to inform the recommendations of the researcher in the 
areas of policy and practice regarding the Black male college student experience. The chapter 
concludes with considerations for future research and final conclusions.  
Summary of Study 
 
In this section, the researcher provides an overview of the study by answering each of the 
research questions. Summaries of the research findings and their relevance to the higher 
education research literature are also discussed throughout the section. Key findings are 
highlighted to guide the reader to consider the implications from the current study in regards to 
policy and practice. 
Black Males in Institution-Driven Programs and Other Black Male Students  
Black Males ID and Other Black Male Students.  
The study examined whether there were differences in academic integration, social 
integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, institutional commitment, and 
intentions to persist among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs and 
Black male students who identified as not being a part of such programs. Through data analysis, 
the researcher found no statistically significant values for the subscale measures. The findings 
show that no statistically significant difference exists in academic integration, social integration, 
perception of campus climate, goal commitment, institutional commitment, and intentions to 
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persist between Black male students participating in institution-driven programs compared to 
other Black male students. 
Although evidence of a statistically significant difference did not occur, interesting 
interpretations can be reasoned from the aforementioned results. First, the researcher recognizes 
that differences in the sample were not significant due to the comparison group (“Other Black  
Males”) possibly being involved in some type of campus life, or student-driven activities.  As 
such, the researcher hypothesizes that this may have affected the students’ survey responses and 
contributed to the ANOVA test failing to detect a statistically significant difference between the 
means of the two groups. Second, the results of non-significance may further indicate that more 
needs to be done in order to assist Black male collegians—both those in institution-driven and 
other activities—in becoming more connected to their predominantly White campuses. This 
caused the researcher to examine both study groups (i.e., Black Males in Institution-Driven 
Programs and Other Black Males) into one aggregate group (Black Male Students) in later 
statistical analyses. Recommendations for the non-significant results of the investigation—
discussed comprehensively later in this chapter—could provide insight into ways in which the 
college experiences of Black male students could be markedly improved. Differences between 
Black male institution-driven program participants in comparison to Black female students, 
White male students, and White female students proved more promising.  
Differences between Student Groups without Background Variables  
Black Males ID and Black Female Students.  
The study examined whether there were differences in academic integration, social 
integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal commitment, institutional commitment, and 
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intentions to persist among Black male students participating in institution-driven programs in 
comparison to Black female students, White male students, and White female students. 
Respectively, when comparing Black male institution-driven program participants to Black 
female students, findings revealed campus climate as the lone value approaching statistical 
significance. Evidence of statistical significance confirms the alternative research hypothesis that 
differences exist between Black males in institution-driven programs and Black female students 
when examining particular persistence measures. 
A closer look at the findings revealed both gendered and racialized perceptions of the 
campus climate for the two groups. It appears that Black males in institution-driven programs 
continued to express a bit more neutral, yet stronger feelings of discriminatory and racially 
offensive experiences on campus compared to Black female students. This finding supports 
existing research literature suggesting that differences in the perceptions of campus climate do 
occur between Black women and Black men at predominantly White campuses, with the 
functioning of both race and gender affecting how they negotiate unwelcoming experiences 
(Bridges, 2010; Chavous et al., 2004; Laird, & NiskodÃ, 2010). Differences in the racially-
gendered experiences of Black college students may be positioned in the belief that the negative 
attention perceived specifically by Black male students could be parallel to instances of 
hypervisiblity and marginality, having an effect on how others respond to them (Black male 
students) in academic or social settings (Chavous et al.,2004).This extends the body of literature 
regarding the perceptions of campus climate as less favorable when examining the variables of 
race and gender, even in the presence of institution-driven programs.  
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Black Males ID and White Students.  
Further, statistically significant values for perception of campus climate and institutional 
commitment were observed when comparing Black male institution-driven program participants 
to White male students, while academic integration, perceptions of campus climate, goal 
commitment, and institutional commitment all demonstrated statistical significance for White 
female students. Evidence of statistical significance confirms the alternative research hypothesis 
that differences exist between Black male institution-driven program participants in comparison 
to White male students and White female students when examining particular persistence 
measures.  
In particular, differences in the perceptions of campus climate held true when comparing 
Black males in institution-driven programs to White male students and White female students. 
Surprisingly, unlike their Black male student counterparts, Black female students expressed more 
favorable perceptions of the campus climate when comparing them to White male and White 
female students. The findings showed that White male students and White female students felt 
significantly more positive about the extent to which their group did not witness discriminatory 
gestures or words towards their race or others in the social spaces on campus; prejudice attitudes 
from faculty and staff; and inequity in the classroom. Unsurprisingly, these differences 
correspond with findings from higher education research scholars that make note of the 
significant encounters of racism and racially induced conflict (i.e., harassment) between majority 
and non-majority student groups (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000; Reason & Rankin, 2006; 
Johnson-Ahorlu, 2012). Consistent with intra-racial comparisons for the Black student 
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population, it appears that the presence of institution-driven programs have a minimal impact on 
the perceptions of campus climate among its participants.  
A stronger, more positive connection to the traditional classroom, academic goals, and 
the institution were more marked when comparing Black males in institution-driven programs 
and White female students. Findings from Woosley and Shepler (2011) signify the importance of 
the current research by noting how goal commitment, campus environment, and classroom 
behaviors can factor in the student’s academic integration and satisfaction with the institution at-
large. The relationship between each of the aforementioned measures could give way to a more 
collective and interchangeable approach when seeking strategies to improve the persistence rates 
of members identified as institution-driven program participants. Further, compared to Black 
male institution-driven program participants, White female students reported higher feelings of 
goal and institutional commitment. Explanations for this finding could be related to the 
improvements in the areas of postsecondary education accessibility and the college-to-career 
pipeline for White female students due to past interventionary measures (e.g., federal legislation) 
(Moore, 2005). In either event, it justifies the need for continued support for Black males.  
Alternatively, Black males in institution-driven programs demonstrate less of a 
commitment to the institution (i.e., certainty of choice and degree of belonging) than White male 
students. This particular finding speaks in large part to the underlying history of the institution as 
one intended for privileged groups (Harper et al., 2009). Overall, while still an important area of 
concern for higher education stakeholders, it appears that both persistence and degree completion 
has largely replaced the problem of accessibility, with higher education theorists confirming 
institutional commitment as an important factor leading to the former (Tinto, 1993, 1997). Based 
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on findings from the current research study, Black male institution–driven program 
participants—unlike White male students—fail to see themselves represented at the university 
causing them to feel less confident in their college choice. This could prove particularly 
meaningful moving forward in regards to higher education practice.   
Differences between Student Groups with Background Variables  
Differences within Black Male Students.  
In general, due to findings of non-difference in questions one and two, the researcher 
decided to pool both the “Black males in institution-driven programs” group and the “Other 
Black male students” group into one group called “Black male students.” This study examined 
whether certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and high 
school type) had an impact on the levels of persistence for Black male students compared to the 
other student groups. First, in terms of academic major, study findings revealed a large 
percentage of Black male students—identified as being in the business and hard sciences 
disciplines—indicating their plans to return and graduate from the university. The finding 
supports a study by Moore, Madison-Colmore, and Smith (2003) that highlighted the important 
role that resiliency and other personality traits have in aiding the persistence of African-
American male students in the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics disciplines. 
This further suggests a departure from deficit-informed models regarding the inability of Black 
male students to have success academically at PWIs when faced with certain challenges (Harper, 
2009b; Eunyoung & Hargrove, 2013; Warde, 2008), and the importance of individual attributes 
(e.g., resiliency) in Tinto’s Student Integration Model (SIM) (1993) when understanding 
persistence for Black male college students.  
  
 
 166 
Even more, existing studies note the influence of within group factors such as Blackness 
as a source of academic empowerment among Black male college students (McGee & Martin, 
2011). The author believes this speaks to the minimization of negative stereotypes for many 
Black males in certain disciplines (e.g., liberal arts, natural sciences, etc.) and how they are able 
to express stronger feelings of persistence despite racist attitudes or prejudice. A finding by 
Harper (2009b) highlighted the ways in which students developed a resistance to racist 
stereotypes and how they failed to internalize those feelings resonates throughout the course of 
the study. Further, when examining stereotype threat, certain performance and persistence factors 
for Black male college students are not affected despite the added pressure to disassociate 
themselves from negative stereotypes (Steele, 1997, 1999). This provides an extra layer to the 
existing literature regarding Black male college student persistence at PWIs and how 
perseverance can positively aid them along their college matriculation.  
More surprisingly was the finding that Black males who attended predominantly Black 
high schools felt a more positive degree of commitment to their institution compared to Black 
males from predominantly White, or racially diverse high schools. This finding extends the 
current research literature regarding the college selection process, where Black students 
attending predominantly Black high schools gravitated more towards PWIs despite the 
demographic make-up of their high school (Freeman, 2002). Possible explanations for this 
finding could reside in what Freeman (2002) described as a shared responsibility of the students 
to share their culture with White students since they come from homogeneous environments. 
Moreover, it could be due to the presence of the test site as the only flagship institution in its 
state and the high degree of influence that comes with this flagship designation. Significant 
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differences in institutional commitment and the number of Black males committed to their 
institution by high school demographic type demonstrate an area not previously examined in the 
research literature.  
Differences between Black Males and Black Females.  
Evidence of a statistically significant difference occurs when using gender as an additional 
variable. For instance, the findings reveal differences in the perception of campus climate 
between Black male students and Black female students when socioeconomic status (SES) is 
considered. Results from the study demonstrate that Black female students from families with a 
combined income exceeding $50,000 dollars were less likely to witness racially pervasive 
experiences or discrimination towards their race and other minorities while attending the 
institution compared to Black male students in the same socioeconomic category. While the 
finding does support the role that family income has in persistence factors among college 
students (Berger & Milem, 1999; Strayhorn, 2009), it provides new insight into the role that 
socioeconomic status has in shaping how Black students perceive the racial climate of their 
campus communities, and in particular, how much of a continued factor gender has in shaping 
the college experiences of both groups.  
Moreover, a closer look into why Black male students perceived their campus environments 
more hostile than Black female students—regardless of family income—could point to the 
alienation and hypervisible attitudes they receive due to their gendered selves. Barker and Avery 
(2012) noted instances in their study where Black male students felt more noticed in 
predominantly White spaces (e.g., classroom settings) due to a combination of race and gender, 
further triggering feelings of marginality among them. Likewise, in reference to the current 
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research study, advantages afforded to Black male students from high-SES—even in education—
may not present themselves in the existence of a racial environment. This counters an argument 
offered by a previous research study that Black males from higher SES families may be 
advantaged in contexts such as education by the “stock” in their social and cultural capital 
reservoirs (Strayhorn, 2010b). It appears that economic gains by Black families have done little 
to mitigate the instances of racial discrimination in traditional White spaces such as colleges and 
universities (Feagin & Sikes, 1994). Other findings such as stronger feelings of social integration 
for Black males in disciplines other than the business and the hard science majors were also 
detected, while Black females from predominantly White, or racially diverse high schools felt a 
bit more committed to their institutions compared to Black males.  
Differences between Black Males and White Males.   
Evidence of a statistically significant difference occurs between Black male students and 
White male students. For instance, when academic major was taken into account, a statistically 
significant difference exists in their perception of campus climate. Study findings consistently 
revealed negative perceptions of the campus environment for Black Male students when 
examining academic major (business and hard sciences versus other disciplines) and family 
socioeconomic status (family income under $50,000 versus family income over $50,000) . These 
interpretations confirm the writings of higher education scholars that students oftentimes 
experience “chilly” and unwelcoming environments presented through instances of racism and 
discrimination (Cabrera et al., 1999; Bonner & Bailey, 2006; D’Angelli & Hershberger, 1993; 
Davis, 1994; Harper, 2009b; Solórzano et al., 2000). Unsurprisingly, it reveals that the Black 
male student experience—regardless of academic discipline and family earnings—remains fairly 
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consistent when examining different background variables. Moreover, differences in social 
integration (family income under $50,000) and institutional commitment (family income under 
$50,000 and other high school type) marked less favorable responses by Black male students 
included in the study, further indicating widening disparities in persistence factors when 
intersecting race.  
Differences between Black Males and White Females.  
Evidence of statistically significant differences occurs between Black male students and 
White female students. For example, when examining campus climate, the background variables 
of academic major, family income, and high school type demonstrate significant differences. 
Similar to their same-race counterparts, White female students reported more positive 
perceptions of their campus environment compared to Black Male students among all three 
background variables. Differences in academic integration and institutional commitment (i.e., 
business and sciences, other disciplines, family income over $50,000, and other high school 
type), as well as goal commitment (i.e., family income over $50,000 and other high school type) 
remained consistent with White females feeling more positive about their general college 
experience. In many ways, it confirms that Black students have a more difficult time overall 
integrating into the academic and social spaces of PWIs (Tinto, 1993) and confirms the need for 
support systems. However, based on an adaptation of SIM (Tierney, 1999), it may be interpreted 
with a certain degree of caution due to students needing to “connect” to their university as a 
predictor of persistence rather than how well they “integrate” into predominately White 
campuses (Guiffrida, 2006; Kuh & Love, 2000).  
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Level of Engagement and Persistence Measures 
 
 For research question four, the researcher examined whether there were significant 
differences in the relationship between level of engagement and the intentions to persist for 
Black males in comparison to other student groups. For Black male students, significant 
differences in the relationship between level of engagement and their intentions to persist were 
absent; however, there were low, positive correlations for social integration when exploring their 
relationship with engagement. This implies that the quality of involvement in extracurricular 
activities for Black male students significantly explains the degree to which they have more 
positive interactions with college peers and faculty members. Indeed, in terms of level of 
engagement and social interactions, this relationship was consistent across gender lines when 
examining Black female students.  
Furthermore, although differences in the relationship between level of engagement and 
the other persistence measures were absent for Black male students, there were significant 
differences in the relationship between level of engagement and certain persistence measures for 
White male students. The connection for these relationships held true for academic integration 
(low, positive correlation); social integration (low, positive correlation); campus climate (low, 
positive correlation); goal commitment (low, positive correlation); and institutional commitment 
(low, positive correlation). Further, significant differences in the relationship between level of 
engagement and academic/social integration (low, positive correlation) were observed for White 
female students. These findings build upon the findings of other higher education scholars that 
reveal the importance of student engagement for Black males participating in institution-driven 
programs and their significant effect on a variety of persistence factors (Astin, 1993, 1999; Kuh 
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et al., 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004; Pascarella, & Terenzini, 2005; Pike & Suh, 2005; Upcraft et 
al., 2005; Woosley & Shepler, 2011). It also indicates a degree of privilege associated with 
engagement for White male students not experienced by other the other study groups, namely 
Black male students. The finding was particularly meaningful when further examining the 
culture of PWIs and how many of their systems still benefit selected groups of students. 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
The results of this study provide several key implications for higher education leaders 
and student affairs personnel. For instance, the improved academic and social connections that 
students make to the university should serve as an important indicator that institution-driven 
programs are effective in providing critical support services (e.g., mentoring and advising 
sessions, peer support groups, etc.) to historically underserved student populations. The author 
believes that these program components significantly impact the degree to which students have 
success in the academic spaces of their institutions due to their own level of engagement and the 
level of engagement cultivated by the university and its personnel. More importantly, as 
supported by other higher education scholars, the students’ assumptions and perceptions of 
instructional content, academic majors, university faculty members, and the academic 
environment should be taken into account when developing future institution-driven programs 
that target minority students (Braxton & Lien, 2000). Creating a medium for students to 
effectively navigate their environment through more web-based tools and providing the 
resources to do so could also help students become more connected to the academic spaces of the 
institution in non-traditional, yet contemporary approaches.  
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Likewise, creating more collaborative efforts between the different institution-driven 
program types can be useful in building stronger peer-to-peer connections across the disciplines, 
where the present research findings reveal higher levels of persistence for Black males in certain 
academic disciplines compared others. This is particularly meaningful when considering both the 
similarities and differences that exist among the institution-driven program types and how they 
can serve as an agent of connectivity across expansive communities. While findings from this 
study illustrate a positive relationship between level of engagement and social integration for 
Black male students and other students groups, more proactive measures need to be taken to 
address the needs of those students that choose not to be actively engaged at the university. 
Keeping the particular initiative or program relevant through new and innovative activities could 
go a long way in this regard.  
Further, the connection between social integration and institutional commitment between 
Black males in institution-driven programs and other Black male students should also be taken 
into consideration when examining how these programs impact the persistence of historically 
underserved populations. For example, by providing more opportunities for students to engage in 
cross-cultural and structured activities with other student groups, program directors can foster 
engagement across difference for students that may not normally come into contact with diverse 
student groups. Creating a space for students to interact with their peers and different student 
groups could impact the student’s level of social integration. To do so, student affairs 
professionals may find it helpful to be more deliberate in how they assess the interest of their 
students and to build those strategies around their findings. For example, based on the literature 
review chapter of this study, civic engagement, leadership development and service opportunities 
  
 
 173 
may be a starting point to begin this dialogue as it pertains to campus engagement and student 
connections. Additionally, rethinking the ways in which the social components of certain 
programs—particularly through the planning and coordination of certain activities—are viewed 
in the context of persistence and institutional commitment should also be taken into 
consideration before their delivery. Maintaining the connections made by students during these 
social activities could prove effective in their level of persistence well after the program has 
ended.  
Moreover, the students’ perception of their campus climate remains as a factor impacting 
their degree to which Black male students can fully feel a part of the institutional environments. 
Findings from this study suggest a need for program administrators and senior-level university 
leaders (i.e., Chief Diversity Officers) to continually assess their campus environments to gage 
how minority student populations (i.e., Black males) feel about their experiences navigating the 
institutions. In particular, this practice could lead to a better understanding of the needs of the 
university in terms of cultural competency and inclusion of all student categories (e.g., race, 
gender, socioeconomic status, etc.). It could also mean an increase in efforts by college deans 
and degree program directors to increase the number of minority faculty members on their 
campus as a way to foster academic connections. Conducting workshops or dialogue sessions 
that allow Black male students to discuss their experiences and to find solutions to those 
experiences could also prove beneficial for them along their matriculation. As such, these 
programs can be a voice to marginalized populations and cultivate more engagement with the 
mainstream campus community.   
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Coincidentally, findings from the current dissertation study can help strengthen the 
educational pipeline (pre-K through 16) for the university in a couple of ways. First, due to 
positive instances of institutional commitment for Black males from predominantly Black high 
schools, Black male college students can act as unofficial ambassadors by helping to recruit 
young Black males to the institution. Young Black males in their junior or senior year of high 
school may be more inclined to attend PWIs as a result of seeing other Back males at the 
university. Second, collaborative partnerships between high school counselors and college 
recruitment/admission officers at predominantly Black high schools can help to target the best 
and brightest Black male students to university. It could prove important for the university to 
demonstrate that it is invested in the student from the very start, further cemented through the 
student’s college matriculation.  
Finally, the cultural connections associated with the students’ family could be a 
significant part of the institution-driven program offerings. Program administrators and student 
affairs professionals could cultivate partnerships with the parents, or guardians of the student 
involved in their programs. In this way, institution-driven program directors can replicate some 
of the supportive elements of the student’s family in their own practices at the university. These 
partnerships could prove effective for program administrators because students view family as 
having an important part role in their college experience. Institution-driven programs could 
prove important in bridging the gap across generational and cultural lines.  
Future Research and Conclusion 
 
Future research studies could focus on comparing the experiences of Black male students 
in institution-driven programs at predominantly White institutions and at different institutional 
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types (i.e., Historically Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, etc.). This 
includes examining institutions of various sizes, settings, and selectivity. It could provide more 
insight into the transferability of this study in regards to different institutional types. Further, by 
examining other pre-college variables (i.e., standardized test scores, high school leadership 
experiences, etc.) and their effect on engagement for Black males in institution-driven programs, 
it could provide a more holistic view of the factors that influence persistence. It stands without 
reason that the current study takes only certain factors into consideration due to the limited time 
of the study period. Individual or focus group interviews could provide greater depth of insight 
into the lived experiences of the programs participants and why they believe the programs are 
effective.  
Other considerations such as studying the effect of resiliency and its role in college 
success outcomes for Black male students in institution-driven programs will also be a feature of 
the author’s future research agenda. This coincides with prevalent findings from the study that 
indicate positive student success indicators for students from seemingly difficult backgrounds. 
More recently, higher education research has begun to make more inquiries into the effect of 
resiliency in regards to college student success outcomes for Black male students, however, more 
can be done to explore these outcomes when factoring in active institutional support for this 
subpopulation of students. This could be accomplished using longitudinal data for students that 
may identify as at-risk, but may be successful with the right support systems in place.  
In conclusion, institution-driven programs demonstrate the response of higher education 
leaders as they address the issue of persistence and degree-completion at their institutions. 
Despite the many factors that influence student departure, these programs can provide increased 
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support to historically underrepresented students and can allow for more success through active 
and strategic engagement. However, it points to reason that students must also become active 
agents in their own success in order to fully gain the incentive of being an institution-driven 
program participant. This is especially true for Black males and the commitment needed from 
both the student and the university in order to achieve the desired short, mid, and long-term 
outcomes. It appears that these programs will grow as more institutions move towards a more 
engaging way to move their campuses forward.  
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APPENDIX A 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Central Research Question: Are institution-driven programs effective in fostering among Black 
male students?  
1) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared 
to other Black male students? 
 
a) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of academic integration between 
Black male students in institution-driven programs compared to other Black male 
students? 
 
b) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of social integration between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to other Black 
male students? 
 
c) Is there a statistically significant difference in the perception of campus climate between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to other Black 
male students? 
 
d) Is there a statistically significant difference in the goal commitment between Black male 
students involved in institution-driven programs compared to other Black male students? 
 
e) Is there a statistically significant difference in the institutional commitment between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to other Black 
male students?  
 
2) Is there a statistically significant difference in the levels of persistence (academic integration, 
social integration, perception of campus climate, goal commitment, and institutional 
commitment) between Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared 
to other student groups? 
 
a) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of academic integration between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to Black female 
students? 
 
b) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of academic integration between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White male 
students? 
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c) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of academic integration between 
Black male students participating involved in institution-driven programs compared to 
White female students? 
 
d) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of social integration between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to Black female 
students? 
 
e) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of social integration between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White male 
students? 
 
f) Is there a statistically significant difference in the level of social integration between 
Black male students participating involved in institution-driven programs compared to 
White female students? 
 
g) Is there a statistically significant difference in the perception of campus climate between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to Black female 
students? 
 
h) Is there a statistically significant difference in the perception of campus climate between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White male 
students? 
 
i) Is there a statistically significant difference in the perception of campus climate between 
Black male students participating more heavily involved in institution-driven programs 
compared to White female students? 
 
j) Is there a statistically significant difference in goal commitment between Black male 
students involved in institution-driven programs compared to Black female students? 
 
k) Is there a statistically significant difference in goal commitment between Black male 
students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White male students? 
 
l) Is there a statistically significant difference in the institutional commitment between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White female 
students? 
 
m) Is there a statistically significant difference in the institutional commitment between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to Black female 
students? 
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n) Is there a statistically significant difference in the institutional commitment between 
Black male students involved in institution-driven programs compared to White male 
students? 
 
o) Is there a statistically significant difference in the institutional commitment between 
Black male students participating more heavily involved in institution-driven programs 
compared to White female students? 
 
3) Do certain background variables (i.e., academic major, socioeconomic status, and high 
school type) have an impact on the levels of persistence and intentions to persist for Black 
male students? Are these patterns consistent with other student groups?   
 
a) Is there a statistically significant difference in certain background variables (i.e., 
academic major, socioeconomic status, and high school type) for Black male students? 
 
b) Is there a statistically significant difference in certain background variables (i.e., 
academic major, socioeconomic status, and high school type) for Black male students 
compared to Black female, White male students, and White female students? 
 
4) Are there significant differences in the relationship between level of engagement and the 
intentions to persist for Black males in comparison to other student groups? 
 
a) Are there significant differences in the relationship between the level of engagement and 
the intentions to persist for Black male students? 
 
b) Are there significant differences in the relationship between the level of engagement and 
the intentions to persist for Black males students compared to Black females, White 
males, and White females? 
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APPENDIX B 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT (NORA) 
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APPENDIX C 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY INSTRUMENT (MILEM) 
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APPENDIX D 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 
(IRB) FOR PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX E 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HEALTH (NIH) CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETION 
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APPENDIX F 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
 
Title of Study: Examining the Persistence and Performance of Students in Academic and Leadership 
Development Programs  
 
Performance site: Louisiana State University  
 
Primary Investigator: 
Jared Avery  
Doctoral Candidate, School of Education  
College of Human Sciences and Education  
308 Peabody Hall 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 
Phone: 225-578-6867 
Fax: 225-578-9135 
Email: javery2@tigers.lsu.edu  
 
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to determine whether institutional programs/peer groups/or student 
organizations significantly impact the academic and social experiences of student participants, 
particularly among Black male students.  
 
Participants: LSU students who identify as members of both majority and non-majority racial groups 
and those who complete the survey instrument.  
 
Number of Subjects: 300  
Procedures: This study will be conducted in a single phase, which consists of participants spending 
approximately 10-15 minute completing the designated questionnaire.  
 
Benefits: Participants completing the survey will be entered into a raffle for a $25 gift card to a local 
restaurant. Additionally, the results of this study may aid higher education and student affairs personnel in 
best practices related to retention and persistence among minority student groups.  
 
Risk: Participation in this study will pose no risk to the individual participants, given that all responses 
will be anonymous.  
 
Withdrawal or Removal from the Study: Participants will be permitted to withdraw their survey 
response from the study at any time. Withdrawal and removal will have no consequence to the 
participant(s). 
 
Privacy: Results of this study may be published, but no names or identifying information will be included 
in the publication. Subject identity will remain confidential unless disclosure is required by law. 
 
Signatures: This study has been discussed with me and all my questions have been answered. I may 
direct additional questions regarding study specifics to the investigator. If I have questions about subjects’ 
rights or other concerns, I can contact Robert C. Mathews, Chairman, LSU Institutional Review Board, 
(225)578-8692, irb@lsu.edu, www.lsu.edu/irb. I agree to participate in the study described above and 
acknowledge the researchers’ obligation to provide me with a copy of this consent form if signed by me. 
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APPENDIX G 
STUDENT CONNECTON SURVEY 2 CODEBOOK  
 
Demographic Indicators 
 
1. Participant Initial:_______________ 
 
2. Current Classification (UNCLASS)  
Freshman=1 
Sophomore=2 
Junior=3 
Senior=4 
Other=5 
 
3. What is you academic major? (ACADMAJ) 
Agriculture (e.g., Agricultural Business, Environmental Management Systems, Plant & Soil 
Systems, etc.)=1 
Art & Design (e.g., Architecture, Interior Design, Studio Art, etc.)=2 
Business (e.g., Accounting, Finance, Management, etc.)=3 
Coast & Environment (e.g., Coastal Environmental Science)=4 
Human Sciences and Education (e.g., Human Resource Education, Kinesiology, Elementary 
Education, etc.)=5 
Engineering (e.g., Chemical Engineering, Construction Management, Electrical Engineering, 
etc.)=6 
Humanities & Social Sciences(e.g., Communication Disorders, English, Psychology, etc. )=7 
Mass Communication (e.g., Mass Communication)=8 
Music & Dramatic Arts (e.g., Music Education, Theatre, etc.)=9 
Science (e.g., Biochemistry, Mathematics, Physics, etc.)=10 
Pre-Professional (e.g., Dental Hygiene, Nursing, Pre-Physical Therapy, etc.)=11 
Undecided=12 
 
4. Gender (GEND) 
Male=1 
Female=2 
Will not identify=0 
 
5. Race (RACE) 
White (Non-Hispanic)=1 
Black/African American (Non-Hispanic)=2 
Asian or Pacific Islander=3 
Hispanic or Latino/a=4 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander=5 
American Indian or Alaska Native=6 
Biracial=7 
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Other=8 
 
6. What is your age? (AGE) 
Under 18=1 
18-19=2 
20-21=3 
22-24=4 
25 and above=5 
 
7. Family structure (FAMSTR) 
Single Parent=1 
Two Parents=2 
Guardian(s) or Other Caregiver=3 
 
8. What is your family income? (FAMINC) 
Less than $24,999=1   
$25,000-$49,999=2 
$50,000-$74,999=3 
$75,000-$99,999=4 
$100,000-$124,999=5 
$125,000-$149,999=6 
$150,000-$174,999=7 
$175,000 and up=8 
 
9. Do you receive student financial aid? (FINAID) 
Yes=1 
No=2 
 
10. If yes, then which type(s) of student financial aid do you receive? (FINAIDTYP) 
Federal Grants=1 
Federal Loans=2 
Federal Work-Study=3 
Federal Tax Credits and Deductions=4 
State Grants=5 
Institutional Grants=6 
Private and Employer Grants=7 
Other (please specify)=8 
 
11. Mother’s highest level of education (MEDU) 
Less than high school degree=1 
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)=2 
Some college but no degree=3 
Associate degree or certificate=4 
Bachelor's degree=5 
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Master's degree=6 
Doctoral degree (e.g., EdD, PhD, etc.)=7 
Professional degree (e.g., MD, JD, etc.)=8 
 
12. Father’s highest level of education (FEDUC) 
Less than high school degree=1 
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)=2 
Some college but no degree=3 
Associate degree or certificate=4 
Bachelor's degree=5 
Master's degree=6 
Doctoral degree (e.g., EdD, PhD, etc.)=7 
Professional degree (e.g., MD, JD, etc.)=8 
 
13. Are you the first member of your family to attend or complete college? (FGEN) 
Yes=1 
No=2 
 
14. How would you describe your high school? (HSTYRAC) 
Public-Predominantly Black=1 
Private-Predominantly Black=2 
Public-Predominantly-White=3 
Private-Predominantly White=4 
Public-Racially Diverse=5 
Private-Racially Diverse=6 
 
15. What was your high school GPA?(cumulative) (HSGPA) 
0.00 – 1.49=1 
1.50 – 2.49=2 
2.50 – 3.49=3 
3.50 – 4.00=4 
Other=5 
 
16. What is your cumulative college GPA?(cumulative) (CGPA) 
0.00 – 1.49=1 
1.50 – 2.49=2 
2.50 – 3.49=3 
3.50 – 4.00=4 
 
17. How would you describe your level of engagement in both curricular and extracurricular 
activities (e.g., meeting with faculty members, student organizations, volunteering, etc.)? 
(LEVENG) 
Never=1 
Occasionally=2 
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Somewhat=3 
Often=4 
Very often=5 
 
18. Are you a member of group/organization/initiative recognized by the university? 
(CAMPINV) 
Yes=1 
No=2 
 
19. If so, then which type of group or organization are you the most heavily involved? 
(CAMPAFL) 
Academic/Professional Group (e.g., American Society of Landscape Architects, Association 
of Black Communicators, etc.)=1 
Cultural Group (e.g., Vietnamese Student Association, African Student Organization, etc.)=2 
Governing (e.g., Student Government, Black Student Union, etc.)=3 
NPHC Fraternity=4 
NPHC Sorority=5 
Political Group (e.g., College Republicans, NAACP, etc.)=6 
Service Group (e.g., Collegiate 4H,Volunteer LSU, etc.)=7 
Other=8 
 
20. If yes, then which type of initiative are you the most heavily involved? (INSTITAFL) 
LA-Stem Research Scholars Program=1 
LSU Black Male Leadership Initiative=2 
Ronald E. McNair Scholars Program=3 
Student Support Services=4 
Not Applicable=5 
 
21. Do you live in an on-campus apartment or residence hall? (RESCAMP) 
Yes=1 
No=2 
 
22. Do you have work-study or any other on-campus job? (WORKCAMP) 
Yes=1 
No=2  
23. Is this your first semester attending the university? (SEM) 
Yes=1 
No=2 
 
24. Do you plan to return to the university? (PERS)  
Yes, I plan to return to the university=1 
No, I will resign or take some time off=2 
No, I plan to graduate=3 
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25. What are your educational goals? (EDGOAL) 
Complete courses(s) without degree and transfer=1 
Complete undergraduate degree and enter job market=2 
Complete undergraduate degree and obtain master’s degree or equivalent=3 
Complete undergraduate degree and obtain a terminal degree (PhD, MD, JD, etc.)=4 
Complete course(s) for personal fulfillment and other reasons=5 
 
Academic Integration  
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
24. I am satisfied with my academic experience at LSU. (26)  
25. I am satisfied with the extent of my intellectual development since enrolling at LSU. (30) 
26. My interest in ideas and intellectual matters has increased since coming to LSU. (36)  
27. My academic experience at LSU has had a strong positive influence on my intellectual 
growth and interest in ideas. (41) 
28. My interpersonal relationships with other students at LSU have had positive influence on my 
intellectual growth and interest in ideas. (42)  
29. Few of the LSU faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely outstanding or 
superior teachers. (44)  
30. Few of the LSU faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in 
teaching. (46)  
31. I would feel comfortable asking faculty for help if I were having difficulty in a class. (48)  
32. Most LSU faculty members I have had contact with are genuinely interested in students. (50) 
33. Most of the LSU faculty I have had contact with are interested in helping students grow in 
more than just academic areas. (52) 
 
Social Integration  
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
34. It has been easy for me to meet and make friends with other students at LSU. (27) 
35. Since enrolling at LSU, I have developed close interpersonal relationships with other 
students. (31) 
36. The student friendships I have developed at LSU have had a positive influence on my 
personal growth and interest in ideas. (37) 
37. My interpersonal relationships with other students have had a positive influence on my 
personal growth, attitudes and values. (43) 
38. Very few of the students I know at LSU would be willing to listen to me and help me if I had 
a personal problem. (45)  
39. The student friendships I have developed have been personally satisfying. (47)  
40. I am satisfied with my social life at LSU. (49)  
41. Since coming to LSU, I have made friends with students quite different from me (e.g., 
different race or ethnic background, different religious beliefs, family background). (51)  
42. I spend time socializing with friends in the LSU Student Union or other campus buildings. 
(54)  
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Campus Climate  
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
43. I have observed discriminatory words, behaviors or gestures directed at minority students at 
LSU. (28) 
44. I feel there is a general atmosphere of prejudice among students. (32) 
45. I have encountered racism while attending this institution. (38) 
46. I have heard negative words about people of my own race or ethnicity while attending 
classes. (53) 
Goal commitment (Degree completion)  
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
47. It is important for me to get a college degree. (29) 
48. It is important for me to graduate from college. (39) 
 
Goal commitment (Program completion) 
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
49. It is important for me to finish my program of studies. (33) 
Institutional Commitment (Certainty of choice) 
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
50. I am certain at this institution is the right choice for me. (34)  
51. I am confident I made the right decision in choosing LSU. (40) 
 
Institutional Commitment (Sense of Belonging) 
Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Neutral=3; Agree=4; Strongly Agree=5 
52. I feel I belong at this university. (35)  
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VITA  
 
Jared Christian Avery, the son of Betty Magee Brumfield and Kenneth Avery, was born 
in New Orleans in 1985. He grew up in the Desire community of the city, and graduated from 
Eleanor McMain Magnet High School in 2003. Mr. Avery earned his bachelor’s and master’s 
degrees from LSU in psychology and education with an emphasis in higher education and 
student affairs, respectively. As a promising scholar and administrator in the field of higher 
education, he has co-authored an article in the College Student Affairs Journal and presented at 
both regional and national higher education and student affairs conferences. Upon completion of 
his PhD, he plans to continue working for the Louisiana Board of Regents as a doctoral intern 
and to pursue full-time, higher education job opportunities in the Washington D.C. area. In 
August 2014, Mr. Avery will receive the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Educational 
Leadership and Research with a concentration in Higher Education Administration from 
Louisiana State University. The degree of Doctor of Philosophy will be conferred by Louisiana 
State University at the summer 2014 commencement ceremony. Jared C. Avery is the youngest 
of three children. He is the brother of two sisters, Toya Venisca Avery and Kentrell Monique 
Avery.  
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